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EXAMINING THE POWERFUL IMPACT
OF INVESTMENTS IN EARLY
CHILDHOOD FOR CHILDREN,

FAMILIES, AND OUR NATION’S ECONOMY

WEDNESDAY, JULY 20, 2022

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET
Washington, DC.

The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:30 a.m., in Room
210, Cannon Building, Hon. John A. Yarmuth [Chairman of the
Committee] presiding.

Present: Representatives Yarmuth, Higgins, Horsford, Lee, Chu,
Plaskett, Scott, Jackson Lee, Moulton; Smith, Moore, Grothman,
:('Ijacobs, Burgess, Cline, Boebert, Donalds, Feenstra, Good, and

arey.

Chairman YARMUTH. The hearing will come to order. Good morn-
ing and welcome to the Budget Committee’s hearing on “Examining
the Powerful Impact of Investments in Early Childhood for Chil-
dren, Families, and our Nation’s Economy.”

At the outset I ask unanimous consent that the Chair be author-
ized to declare a recess at any time.

Without objection, so ordered.

Before I begin, I would like to welcome the newest Member of the
Budget Committee, representing Utah’s First District, Blake
Moore. Blake, I heard you’re a father of four, so perhaps it is fitting
that the first hearing on the Budget Committee is about the invest-
ments we should make in our nation’s children. We welcome you
and the Committee is happy to have you here.

Now I will start by going over a few housekeeping matters. The
Committee is holding a hybrid hearing. Members may participate
remotely or in person. For individuals participating remotely, the
Chair or staff designated by the chair may mute a participant’s
microphone when the participant is not under recognition for the
purpose of eliminating inadvertent background noise. If you are
participating remotely and are experiencing connectivity issues,
please contact staff immediately so those issues can be resolved.

Members participating in the hearing room are on the remote
platform, are responsible for unmuting themselves when they seek
recognition. We are not permitted to unmute Members unless they
specifically request assistance.

If you are participating remotely and I notice that you have not
unmuted yourself, I will ask if you would like staff to unmute you.
If you indicate approval by nodding, staff will unmute your micro-
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ghone. They will not unmute your microphone under any other con-
itions.

I would like to remind Members participating remotely in this
proceeding to keep your camera on at all times, even if you are not
under recognition by the chair. Members may not participate in
more than one committee proceeding simultaneously.

If you are on a remote platform and choose to participate in a
different proceeding, please turn your camera off.

Finally, we have established an email inbox for submitting docu-
ments before and during Committee proceedings, and we have dis-
tributed that email address to your staff.

Now I will introduce our witnesses.

This morning we will be hearing from Dr. Maureen Black, a dis-
tinguished fellow in early childhood development, RTI Inter-
national, and a professor in the Department of Pediatrics at the
University of Maryland, School of Medicine.

Mr. Rasheed Malik, the Senior Director for Early Childhood Pol-
icy at the Center for American Progress. And the Honorable Newt
Gingrich, the Former Speaker of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives.

At this time I would like to recognize Ms. Lee to introduce our
final panel—oh, she is on the phone? Wait a minute. Do you want
Ms. Lee to recognize and introduce her constituent? She is on the
phone.

Well, when she comes back, we will let her introduce Dr. Hoynes,
who is our fourth witness.

Once again, I want to welcome all of our witnesses here today.
Thank you for joining us.

And I will now yield myself five minutes for an opening state-
ment.

Good morning. I want to welcome our witnesses and thank them
for appearing before our Committee today. One of our witnesses is
a notable veteran of this chamber. Speaker Gingrich, we are glad
to have you back with us.

This hearing is about the importance of investing in our nation’s
children. It should be a concern to everyone on this Committee that
while the U.S. is the wealthiest nation in the world, we are among
the stingiest nations when it comes to funding for our children, and
it shows. Despite having the highest rated education system in the
world, U.S. students consistently score lower in math and science
than students from many other countries. It is no coincidence that
just as U.S. education rankings have decreased by international
standards over the past three decades, so have our federal invest-
ments in children. While the American Rescue Plan and recent ap-
propriations bills have helped to reverse this troubling trend, there
is much, much more work to be done.

Supporting our youngest Americans is one of the most concrete
ways we can set our nation up for success. We call these programs
investments because they pay off, literally, for children, for their
families, for our society, and for our economy. For example, partici-
pation the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, In-
fants, and Children, more commonly known as WIC, leads to fewer
premature births, fewer infant deaths, and healthier babies. WIC
saves lives, but it also pays other dividends. For every $1.00 spent
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on WIC results in approximately $2.48 in reduced medical costs
and productivity gains.

The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, or SNAP, not
only provides healthy food to 44 million children, it also gives an
important boost to local communities during downturns. Each
SNAP $1.00 generates more than a $1.70 of economic activity, sup-
porting jobs and local businesses.

Tax policies have also proven successful in reducing poverty
while generating enormous returns for local economies. The ex-
panded child tax credit, which Democrats enacted last year as part
of the American Rescue Plan, and did so without a single Repub-
lican vote, lifted 3.7 million children out of poverty in 2021 alone.

Another investment that generates enormous returns for kids
and for our economy is childcare. Study after study has found that
enrollment in high quality programs improves kids’ school readi-
ness, college attendance, and health outcomes and reduces their
likelihood of future criminal activity. Access to childcare clearly can
have long-lasting positive impacts, but it remains far too expensive
for far too many American families. In fact, the cost of childcare
has doubled in the past 30 years while real wages have remained
nearly flat. This puts many parents in the position of having to
stay at home to care for their children when they would prefer to
be working and building a stronger economic future for their fami-
lies. As a result, the lack of affordable childcare leads to economic
losses between $500 million and $3.5 billion in each state every
year.

This is an area where we can make an enormous impact for
American families. We know the problem, we know the solution.
What we are lacking is the bipartisan support needed to get it
done.

This would be a typical problem in a closely divided Congress,
but this is no longer a typical time in the political history of the
United States. Everything changed on June 24 when the Supreme
Court ruled in Dobbs v. Jackson. Roe v. Wade is no longer the law
of the land. This is what Republicans have long sought and fought
tooth and nail for, but now what? They celebrated the Dobbs deci-
sion, but they want to cut programs that help women afford the
care needed to have a safe pregnancy, birth, and post-partum re-
covery. If given the chance, Republicans would defund Medicaid,
SNAP, TANF, and other programs that help mothers and children
stay healthy and keep them from going hungry. They have no plan
for our childcare crisis that will now undoubtedly get worse.

Republicans want to cut education funding when schools will
need more. If every life were truly sacred in this country, we
wouldn’t be having a hearing about programs to keep mothers and
their children healthy, fed, and cared for, we would be fully fund-
ing them.

The thing is we know these policies work, we know how critical
these investments are for the health of our children, the health of
our society, and the health of our economy. And now we know we
will need them even more. Investing in our children is the right
thing to do, it is the smart thing to do, and it is the most important
investment we can make in the future of our country.
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With that, I would like to yield to the Ranking Member, Mr.
Smith for five minutes for his opening statement.
[The prepared statement of Chairman Yarmuth follows:]
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Chairman John A. Yarmuth
Hearing on How the American Rescue Plan
Saved Lives and the U.S. Economy
Opening Statement
June 14, 2022

Good morning. | want to welcome our witnesses and thank them for appearing before our
committee today. One of our witnesses is a notable veteran of this chamber — Speaker

Gingrich, we are glad to have you back with us.

This hearing is about the importance of investing in our nation’s children. It should be a concern
to everyone on this Committee that while the U.S. is the wealthiest nation in the world, we are

among the stingiest nations when it comes to funding for our children.

And it shows: despite having the highest-rated education system in the world, U.S students
consistently score lower in math and science than students from many other countries. It’s no
coincidence that, just as U.S. education rankings have decreased by international standards
over the past three decades, so have our federal investments in children. While the American
Rescue Plan and recent appropriations bills have helped to reverse this troubling trend, there is

much more work to be done.

Supporting our youngest Americans is one of the most concrete ways we can set our nation up
for success. We call these programs investments because they pay off — literally — for

children, for their families, for our society, and for our economy.

For example, participation in the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,
and Children — more commonly known as WIC — leads to fewer premature births, fewer infant
deaths, and healthier babies. WIC saves lives, but it also pays other dividends. For every dollar

spent, WIC also results in approximately $2.48 in reduced medical costs and productivity gains.
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The Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program — or SNAP — not only provides healthy food
to 44 million children, it also gives an important boost to local communities during downturns.
Each SNAP dollar generates more than $1.70 of economic activity, supporting jobs and local

businesses.

Tax policies have also proven successful in reducing poverty while generating enormous returns

for local economies.

The expanded Child Tax Credit — which Democrats enacted last year as part of the American
Rescue Plan and did so without a single Republican vote — lifted 3.7 million children out of

poverty in 2021 alone.

Another investment that generates enormous returns — for kids and for our economy — is
childcare. Study after study has found that enrollment in high-quality programs improves kids’
school readiness, college attendance, and health outcomes, and reduces their likelihood of
future criminal activity. Access to childcare clearly can have long lasting positive impacts, but it
remains far too expensive for far too many American families. In fact, the cost of childcare has

doubled in the past thirty years while real wages have remained nearly flat.

This puts many parents in the position of having to stay at home to care for their children when
they would prefer to be working and building a stronger economic future for their families. As a
result, the lack of affordable childcare leads to economic losses between $500 million and $3.5

billion in each state, every year.

This is an area where we could make an enormous impact for American families. We know the
problem. We know the solution. What we are lacking is the bipartisan support needed to get it

done.
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This would be a typical problem in a closely divided Congress. But this is no longer a typical time
in the political history of the United States. Everything changed on June 24 when the Supreme
Court ruled in Dobbs v. Jackson. Roe v. Wade is no longer the law of the land.

This is what Republicans long-sought and fought tooth and nail for — but now what?

You celebrated the Dobbs decision but want to cut programs that help women afford the care

needed to have a safe pregnancy, birth, and post-partum recovery.

If given the chance, you would defund Medicaid, SNAP, TANF, and other programs that help

mothers and children stay healthy and keep them from going hungry.

You have no plan for our childcare crisis that will now undoubtedly get worse.

You want to cut education funding when schools will need more.

If every life was sacred in this country, we wouldn’t be having a hearing about programs to

keep mothers and their children healthy, fed, and cared for — we’d be fully funding them.

The thing is, we know these policies work. We know how critical these investments are for the
health of our children, the health of our society, and the health of our economy. And now we

know we will need them even more.

Investing in our children is the right thing to do. It’s the smart thing to do. And it’s the most

important investment we can make in the future of our country.
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Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I would also like to welcome our newest Member, Blake Moore,
to the Committee. We are excited to have you.

Democrats and Republicans can both agree a focus on early
childhood development is very important. But I find it very curious
that this Committee, which green lit $2 trillion in spending last
year and sparked the worst inflation in 40 years is not using its
time to examine the country’s current situation. America is on the
brink of a recession, which would do more harm to families than
anything else we could be discussing.

Inflation has risen 13.8 percent since Joe Biden took the oath of
office. That means families are spending more money on clothes for
their kids and food to feed them. Our economy shrank 1.6 percent
first quarter of this year and current forecasts show that this quar-
ter it shrank again. Twenty-five percent of Americans are report-
edly postponing their retirement because of financial concerns. The
average family will spend over $5,000 more this year just to make
ends meet.

The labor force participation is also down—and we still have over
11 million job openings—due in part to the Democrats’ decision last
year to remove work requirements from the child tax credit.

The Federal Reserve has raised interest rates at the fastest rate
in 40 years to combat Biden’s inflation crisis. The rate on a 30-year
fixed mortgage is now double than what it was before Joe Biden
took the oath of office.

The biggest threat to families right now is not a lack of govern-
ment spending. We are in a state of crisis precisely of reckless gov-
ernment spending. None of this happened by accident. Washington
Democrats, they purposely dumped trillions into the economy, they
paid people not to work, and they strangled American fossil fuels.
And congressional Democrats are bound and determined to make
the economic pain and suffering even worse. Using reconciliation
instructions this Committee passed last September, Senate Demo-
crats are reviving—they are reviving a “Build Back Broke” agenda
that would spend hundreds of billions more and raise taxes by as
much as $1 trillion. Raising taxes when the economy is in or head-
ed toward a recession is a horrible idea. Janet Yellen, Barack
Obama, Joe Manchin, and Chuck Schumer have all previously said
as much. And yet, that is what Democrats are trying to do to this
country.

A looming recession brought on by the reckless economic policies
of this Administration and one-party Democrat rule in Washington
would be particularly painful for the parents and kids this hearing
is supposedly focused on.

Looking at the most recent recession from 2007 to 2009, we lost
9 million jobs, 10 million people fell into poverty, including 3 mil-
lion children. We can’t just ignore this problem and hope that it is
going to go away.

But turning back to the topic of this hearing, let us look at what
our Democrat colleagues have actually proposed. The Congressional
Budget Office confirmed the childcare subsidies in their Build Back
Broke agenda will actually raise cost for middle class families. On
top of that, the Democrats’ plan specifically excludes faith-based
providers that millions of families rely on for care. Under their
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plan, federal funding scales back leaving states on the hook for al-
most half the cost within seven years. Their plan would require
states and grantees to have childcare and pre-K programs approved
by the HHS secretary. This is the same Secretary who let teachers
unions edit CDC guidelines to keep schools shut down last year.
Meanwhile, the President’s Department of Education is threatening
schools that don’t use the right gender pronouns or let biological
men compete in girls’ sports.

We should be focused on the things that will directly affect
Americans today—like avoiding tax increases on families and small
businesses and halting inflationary spending that is making it hard
for folks to afford the basic necessities needed to raise their kids.
We need pro-growth policies that put families on solid ground, and
when it comes to childcare and education, we need to keep the deci-
sionmaking local. Stop trying to impose a Washington-knows-best
approach.

I yield back.

[The prepared statement of Jason Smith follows:]



10

HOUSE .
BUDGET Rep. Jason Smith

BUDGET REPUBLICANS Republican Leader

Smith Opening Statement: House Budget Committee Hearing on
Early Childhood Investment

July 20, 2022
As prepared for delivery.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
1 would like to welcome the newest Member of this Committee, Blake Moore from Utah.

Democrats and Republicans can both agree a focus on early childhood developmentis
important. But I find it curious that this committee - which greenlit $2 trillion in spending last
year and sparked the worst inflation crisis in forty years - is not using its time to examine the
country’s current situation. America is on the brink of a recession, which would do more harm to
families than anything else.

Inflation has risen 13.8 percent since President Biden took office. That means families are
spending more money on clothes for their kids and food to feed them.

Our economy shrank 1.6 percent last quarter, and current forecasts show that this quarter it
shrank again. Twenty five percent of Americans are reportedly postponing their retirement
because of financial concerns. The average family will spend over $5,000 more this year just to
make ends meet.

Labor force participation is also down, and we still have over 11 million job openings - due in
part to the Democrats’ decision last year to remove work requirements from the Child Tax
Credit.

The Federal Reserve has raised interest rates at the fastest pace in 40 years to combat Biden’s
inflation crisis. The rate on a 30-year fixed mortgage has doubled since Biden became President.

The biggest threat to families right now is not a lack of government spending. We are in a state of
crisis precisely because of government spending.

None of this happened by accident. Washington Democrats purposely dumped trillions into the
economy, paid people not to work, and strangled American fossil fuels.
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And Congressional Democrats are bound and determined to make the economic pain and
suffering even worse.

Using reconciliation instructions this committee passed last September, Senate Democrats are
reviving a Build Back Broke agenda that would spend hundreds of billions more and raises taxes
by as much as $1 trillion. Raising taxes when the economy is in or headed toward a recessionis a
bad idea. Janet Yellen, Barack Obama, Joe Manchin, and Chuck Schumer have all previously said
as much. And yet, that’s what Democrats are trying to do.

Alooming recession - brought on by the reckless economic policies of this Administration and
one-party Democrat rule in Washington - would be particularly painful for the parents and kids
this hearing is supposedly focused on. Looking at the most recent recession from 2007-2009; we
lost 9 million jobs. 10 million people fell into poverty, including 3 million children. We can’t just
ignore this problem and hope it will go away.

But turning back to the topic of this hearing, let’s look at what our Democrat colleagues have
actually proposed.

The Congressional Budget Office confirmed the child care subsidies in their Build Back Broke
agenda will actually raise costs for middle-class families. On top of that, the Democrat plan
specifically excludes faith-based providers that millions of families rely on for care.

Under their plan, federal funding scales back, leaving states on the hook for almost half the cost
within seven years.

Their plan would require states and grantees to have child care and pre-k programs approved by
the HHS Secretary. This is the same Secretary who let teachers unions edit CDC guidance to keep
schools shut down last year. Meanwhile, the President’s Department of Education is threatening
schools that don’t use the right gender pronouns or let biological men compete in girl’s sports.

We should be focused on the things that will directly affect Americans today - like avoiding tax
increases on families and small businesses and halting inflationary spending that is making it
hard for folks to afford the basic necessities needed to raise their kids.

We need pro-growth policies that put families on solid ground, and when it comes to child care
and education, we need to keep the decision-making local. Stop trying to impose a Washington-
knows-best approach.

1yield back.

Hi



12

Chairman YARMUTH. I thank the gentleman.

I want to thank the witnesses once again for being here. The
Committee has received your written statements and they will be
made part of the formal hearing record. You each will have five
minutes to give your remarks.

And T would now like to recognize Ms. Lee to introduce our first
witness.

Ms. LEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and good morn-
ing.

First of all, let me just thank you for this hearing and just say
how excited I am to welcome one of my constituents from Berkeley
today, Dr. Hilary Hoynes, who is a professor of economics and pub-
lic policy and the Haas Distinguished Chair in Economic Dispari-
ties at UC Berkeley, which of course is my alma mater. I have to
just say, go bears. Thank you so much for being here.

Her research focuses on poverty, inequality, food and nutrition
programs, the impact of government tax and transfer programs on
low-income families. Also, let me just say she serves on the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences Committee on building an agenda to re-
duce childhood poverty in half in 10 years, and on many more im-
portant boards and commissions and committees.

And of course I want to thank her for being here today, but also
thank her for her expertise on these issues, especially on reducing
child poverty in half in 10 years.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman, and I yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you, Ms. Lee.

I now recognize Dr. Hoynes. You may unmute your microphone
and begin when you are ready. You have five minutes.

STATEMENTS OF HILARY HOYNES, PROFESSOR OF ECONOM-
ICS AND PUBLIC POLICY AND HAAS DISTINGUISHED CHAIR
IN ECONOMIC DISPARITIES UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
BERKELEY; MAUREEN BLACK, DISTINGUISHED FELLOW IN
EARLY CHILDHOOD DEVELOPMENT, RTI INTERNATIONAL,
PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF PEDIATRICS, UNIVERSITY OF
MARYLAND SCHOOL OF MEDICINE; RASHEED MALIK, SEN-
IOR DIRECTOR, EARLY CHILDHOOD POLICY CENTER FOR
AMERICAN PROGRESS; HON. NEWT GINGRICH, FORMER
SPEAKER OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

STATEMENT OF HILARY HOYNES

Dr. HOoYNES. Chairman Yarmuth, Ranking Member Smith, and
Members of the Committee, thank you so much for the opportunity
to appear before you today at this hearing on investments in early
childhood.

My name is Hilary Hoynes. I am a professor of economics and
public policy at the University of California Berkeley where I also
hold the Haas Distinguished Chair in Economic Disparities.

My testimony today summarizes evidence that the social safety
net for children generates widespread benefits over the longer-
term, both to children and their families and to taxpayers and the
broader economy.

In 2019, after a robust economic recovery, 9 million American
children remained poor. The risk of child poverty is not equal
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across the population. Black and Hispanic children are more likely
to be poor than white children. Children living with one or no bio-
logical parent and children living with less educated parents have
higher poverty rates.

The costs of child poverty extend beyond families to the broader
economy. This occurs because child poverty leads to lower edu-
cation levels and worse health and therefore less tax revenue and
more spending in the future. The National Academies report,
“Roadmap to Reducing Child Poverty”, to which I contributed, con-
cluded that the cost of child poverty ranged from $800 billion to
$1.1 trillion each year.

The current social safety net, however, does reduce child poverty.
The earned income tax credit, or EITC, and the child tax credit re-
duce child poverty by 5.9 percentage points. The Supplemental Nu-
trition Assistance Program, or SNAP, reduces poverty by 5.2 per-
centage points. Cash welfare raises few children out of poverty.

Furthermore, and importantly, recent social science research doc-
uments that safety net spending on children leads to improvements
in economic and health outcomes in adulthood. My research shows
that SNAP improves long run outcomes. Access to SNAP during
pregnancy leads to healthier births. Access to SNAP during child-
hood leads to better adult health, increases in education, earnings,
neighborhood quality, and home ownership, and decreases in pov-
erty, mortality, and incarceration. Other safety net programs show
similar results.

Access to the EITC during pregnancy leads to healthier births.
Access to the EITC during childhood leads to improved perform-
ance in school, increases in education, employment, and earnings,
and for women, less engagement with the criminal justice system.
Access to Medicaid for pregnant women and children leads to im-
proved health outcomes, better performance in school, and in-
creases in educational attainment and earnings in adulthood.

Overall, the research establishes that additional resources for
low-income children generate improvements across a wide range of
adult outcomes.

These findings can be used to quantify the benefits relative to
the cost of these policies. The costs include the benefit payments
themselves and administrative costs, as well as indirect costs com-
ing from changes in employment that result from delivering the
benefits and the taxes to fund them. Combining these costs and
benefits yield large rates of return across these programs. For
SNAP, providing benefits to children yields $56 of benefits to fami-
lies for every $1 of net cost. For the earned income tax credit, tak-
ing into account the long run benefits, the program fully pays for
itself in the long run. Medicaid for pregnant women and infants
fully pays for itself in the long run. Taking into account the long
run benefits, the 2021 expansion of the child tax credit is estimated
to reduce the net cost to taxpayers to $0.16 for every $1 of new
benefits.

So these results show that spending more now means spending
less later. Higher adult earnings mean higher future tax revenue.
Improved health and reductions in criminal activity mean lower fu-
ture government spending.
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It is important to point out, however, that costs are easy to quan-
tify and are incurred early at the time of program delivery. Bene-
fits on the other hand take time to emerge. This is particularly
problematic because the CBO scores policy proposals over a 10-year
window. This disregards long-term benefits and can lead to short-
term thinking, ignoring the investment aspect of these programs.

In sum, the social safety net for families with children represents
investments in the human capital of children, not simply transfers
to adults. The returns to these investments, like that in infrastruc-
ture, require spending up front, but yield important benefits in the
future.

Thank you. And I look forward to the conversation.

[The prepared statement of Hilary Hoynes follows:]
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Testimony of
Dr. Hilary Hoynes
Haas Distinguished Chair of Economic Disparities, Professor of Public Policy and Economics
University of California Berkeley

on the subject of
“Examining the Powerful Impact of investments in Early Childhood for Children, Families, and
our Nation’s Economy”
before the U.S. House of Representatives Committee on the Budget
July 20,2022

Chairman Yarmuth, Ranking Member Smith, and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today at this hearing on examining the
powerful impact of investments in early childhood.

My name is Hilary Hoynes, and | am the Haas Distinguished Chair of Economic Disparities,
Professor of Public Policy and Economics at the University of California, Berkeley where 1 also
direct the Berkeley Opportunity Lab. For the past three decades, | have conducted and
published numerous reports, peer-reviewed research studies and book chapters on poverty,
inequality, and the short- and long-term effects of federal and state social safety net programs
on families with children in the United States. | have studied tax programs including the Earned
income Tax Credit (EITC) and the Child Tax Credit {CTC) as well as benefit programs including
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF) and Special Supplemental Program for Women, Infants and Children {WIC). lam an
elected member of the American Academy of Art and Sciences and the National Academy of
Social Insurance. | serve as a member of the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and
Medicine (NASEM) Committee on National Statistics. | previously served as a member of the
NASEM Committee on Building an Agenda to Reduce the Number of Children in Poverty by Half
in 10 Years and the Federal Commission on Evidence-Based Policy Making.

My testimony today discusses how the social safety net impacts children’s economic and health
outcomes in adulthood. This speaks to the capacity of the social safety net to be an investment
in children, and society more generally. My testimony draws primarily from research that | have
conducted or reviewed.

Child Poverty in the United States

In 2019, after a long and robust economic recovery, 9.1 million American children lived in
families with income below the poverty line. Overall, 12.5 percent of children were poor, higher
than the poverty rate for all persons {11.7 percent).? These calculations report the
Supplemental Poverty Measure, published annually by the U.S. Census Bureau, and capture the

* Fox, Liana (2020). “The Supplemental Poverty Measure: 2010,” Current Population Reports, P60-272,
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percent of the population in poverty after social safety net transfers (in cash, tax, and in-kind)
are accounted for.

As shown in Figure 1, the risk of child poverty is not shared equally across the population. Black
and Hispanic children are more likely to be poor than white children, children living with one (or
no) biological parents are more likely to be poor compared to those living with two biological
parents, and children living with parents with lower education levels are at higher risk of being
poor.

Figure 1: Child Poverty by Parental Characteristics
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Source: NASEM (2019). The report uses the Supplemental Poverty Measure for
2015 and benefit payments are adjusted for underreporting.

Figure 2 shows that rates of child poverty in the U.S. have declined considerably since 1965.
There are two important forces that lead to poverty reduction. First, trends in child poverty
vary with economic cycles, rising in recessions and falling in expansions. Notably, child poverty
fell sharply during periods of strong real wage growth in the 1990s and the late 2010s.2
Additionally, child poverty rates vary with changes in the size and structure of the social safety
net. For example, the expansions of the Earned Income Tax Credit in the mid 1990s led to
substantial reductions in child poverty.?

2 For analyses of the relationship between labor market cycles and child poverty see Bitler and Hoynes (2016) and
Bitler, Hoynes and Kuka (2017).
3 Hoynes and Patel (2018) and Hardy, Hokayem and Ziliak (2022).
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Figure 2: Child Poverty 1965-2019
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Source: Aizer, Hoynes and Lleras-Muney (2022).

Effects of Child Poverty

On average, children who grow up in poverty experience worse outcomes in adulthood
compared to children who grow up in higher income families. We see this across a wide set of
outcomes including physical and mental health, educational attainment, labor market
outcomes, and risky behaviors and delinquency (Duncan, Ziol-Guest, and Kalil 2010). However,
these correlations do not necessarily reveal the causal impact of child poverty. Childhood
poverty is also associated with other disadvantages that may be harmful to children, including
low levels of parental education and living with a single parent, ineffective schools, and
neighborhoods with poor environmental conditions (e.g., Currie et al., 2013).

Understanding the causal (as distinct from correlational) impact of childhood poverty on adult
outcomes is essential for determining which policies will be effective at improving these later
life outcomes.

The costs of child poverty extend beyond the families themselves to the broader economy. This
occurs because child poverty results in less education and worse health, in turn reducing adult
earnings as adults; it also increases crime. The NASEM report “Roadmap to Reducing Child
Poverty” (of which | was a member) reviewed the evidence on the macroeconomic costs of
child poverty. We concluded “there is considerable uncertainty about the exact size of the costs
of child poverty. Nevertheless, whether these costs to the nation amount to 4.0 or 5.4 percent
of GDP—roughly between $800 billion and $1.1 trillion annually in terms of the size of the U.S.
economy in 2018—it is likely that significant investment in reducing child poverty will be very
cost-effective over time” (NASEM 2019, p. 90).
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Short Run Effects of the Social Safety Net on Child Poverty

Congress has already made investments in reducing child poverty through the current social
safety net. For families with children, the social safety net consists primarily of tax credits (the
Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) and the Child Tax Credit (CTC)) and in-kind benefits including
food and nutrition programs (e.g. Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children (WIC)), housing subsidies and
health insurance (Medicaid). A much smaller share of the social safety net for families with
children takes the form of cash assistance that is not tied to work.

Current policies are effective in reducing child poverty, as shown in Figure 3. Tax credits — the
EITC and CTC — have the largest anti-poverty impact on children and are estimated to reduce
child poverty by 5.9 percentage points. SNAP has the second largest anti-poverty impact for
children, reducing poverty by 5.2 percentage points. Supplemental Security Income, Social
Security, and Housing Subsidies also have sizable impacts, reducing poverty by 1.8, 2.2, and 1.8
percentage points respectively.* Cash welfare (Temporary Assistance for Needy Families) raises
very few children out of poverty. Taken together, government tax credits and transfers reduce
child poverty from 25.5 percent (no taxes or transfers) to 13.6 percent lifting 8.7 million
children (including 2.7 million white, 2.1 million black and 3.0 million Hispanic children) out of
poverty (Trisi and Saenz 2021, calculations for 2017).

Figure 3: Effects of Safety Net Programs on Child Poverty
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FIGURE 4-9 “What-if” child poverty rates with the elimination of selected federal
programs.

NOTES: Poverty defined as below 100 percent of the TRIM3 SPM poverty line.
Estimates are for 2015 and adjust for underreporting but not for behavioral effects.
Other benefits include Temporary Assistance for Needy Families, solely state-funded
assistance, means-tested veterans benefits, means-tested education assistance, the
Low Income Home Energy Assistance Program, the National School Lunch Pro-
gram, and the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and
Children. EITC = Earned Income Tax Credit, CTC = Child Tax Credit, SNAP =
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, SSI = Supplemental Security Income,
UC = Unemployment Compensation, WC = Workers' Compensation.

SOURCE: Estimates from TRIM3 commissioned by the committee.

Source: NASEM (2019).

4 These figures are from NASEM (2019) and adjust for underreporting of benefits in the Current Population Survey.
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Compared to other countries the U.S. spends less on reducing child poverty. Figure 4 shows
that countries vary considerably in the amount of safety net aid to children. The figure shows
that the U.S. provides less aid to families with children as a share of GDP (0.6 percent) than
most of the 37 OECD countries represented here. The figure also illustrates that spending more
on family and child benefits is associated with lower child poverty rates. The U.S. appears in the
upper left of the graph, with lower spending on child and family benefits and higher child
poverty rates.

Figure 4: Child Poverty Rates and Public Spending on Families in OECD Countries
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Source: Aizer, Hoynes and Lleras-Muney (2022).

Long-Term Effects of the Social Safety Net on Children

A large body of social science research examines how the social safety net affects family and
child outcomes in the long term. As | summarize below, there is convincing evidence that
providing more support during childhood leads to significant improvements in health,
education, and labor market outcomes in adulthood. This evidence makes a clear case that the
social safety net for children is an investment that can pay back benefits over the longer term,
both to the children as they move through their lives as well as to society and the economy as a
whole.

To identify the causal effects of these programs on outcomes, researchers use both
experimental (e.g. randomized control trials) as well as nonexperimental evidence. The
nonexperimental research uses a variety of “natural experiments” such as policy reforms and
expansions to identify the effects of the programs. For example, programs such as food stamps
and Medicaid started in some parts of the country earlier than others. We can compare the life
trajectories of those who had access to programs as children with those of their
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contemporaries or near-contemporaries who did not. Another approach uses expansions of
programs to compare those who received more or less access to a benefit.

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP)

A large number of studies estimate the long-term effects of SNAP (previously called Food
Stamps) by taking advantage of the staggered roll-out of the Food Stamp program across
counties between 1961 and 1974. My research finds that access to SNAP during pregnancy
leads to healthier births, reducing the incidence of low-birth weight by 7 percent for white
births and 5-11 percent for black births {Almond, Hoynes, and Schanzenbach 2011). My
research also finds that access to SNAP in early childhood leads to better health in adulthood. In
particular, individuals with access to food stamps in childhood had dramatically reduced risk of
metabolic syndrome (including obesity, high blood pressure, heart disease, and diabetes) in
early to mid-adulthood (Hoynes, Schanzenbach and Almond 2015). In another study, | find that
access to food stamps in early childhood leads to increases in completed education, earnings,
neighborhood quality, and home ownership as well as reductions in poverty, mortality and
incarceration {Bailey, Hoynes, Rossin-Slater, and Walker 2020). Other researchers have found
similar results (e.g., Bitler and Figinski, 2018, find that access to food stamps in early life leads
to increases in earnings in adulthood).

In all of these long-term studies, it is evident that the longer a child has access to food stamps,
the greater the gains in adulthood. In many of the SNAP studies, the benefits are particularly
effective between conception and age five, suggesting that early childhood may be a
particularly productive window for nutritional inputs.

Another set of studies estimates the impact of SNAP using policy variation in the 1990s. East
(2020) finds that SNAP access before age five improves the child’s parent-reported health in
adolescence. She also finds that SNAP reduces school absences, doctor visits and
hospitalizations, all of which are suggestive of long-term benefits. This finding is replicated in
my own work where we use variation in the local “purchasing power of SNAP” and find that
childhood exposure to food stamps leads to fewer school absences, lower food insecurity, and
more preventative health care (Bronchetti, Christiansen and Hoynes 2019).

Below | discuss how to put these results together to measure the benefits of SNAP relative to
the costs.

Earned Income Tax Credit

There is also strong evidence on the long-term effects of the Earned Income Tax Credit, a
refundable tax credit paid to workers with low levels of earnings. To identify the causal effects
of the EITC, many studies leverage the large expansion of the credit in 1993; other studies use
the introduction of the EITC in 1975 or other expansions in 1986, 1990, and 2009.
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First, parental access to the EITC during pregnancy leads to increases in health at birth,
including an increase in average birth weight {Strully et al. 2010). My research finds that a
$1,000 induced increase in after-tax income due to the EITC leads to a 2-3 percent reduction in
low birth weight births (Hoynes, Miller, and Simon 2015). Others find that the EITC leads to
improvements in maternal health, including reducing the incidence of risky biomarkers such as
measures of inflammation, high blood pressure, elevated cholesterol and improving mental
health, suggesting an income pathway for a reduction in stress (Evans and Garthwaite 2014}.

Second, researchers document that the EITC leads to improvements in test scores of children.
Dahl and Lochner {2012, 2017) find that a $1,000 increase in family income due to the EITC
leads to an increase in combined math and reading test scores by 0.04 standard deviations.
Chetty, Friedman, and Rockoff (2011), find that $1,000 in income due to the EITC leads to a
0.06-0.09 standard deviation increase in test scores.

Third, studies show that exposure to the EITC leads to an increase in the probability of
completing high school, college attendance, and higher employment and higher wages in early
adulthood (Bastian and Michelmore 2018). Manoli and Turner {2014) find that $1,000 in EITC
payments in the senior year of high school leads to a 2-3 percentage point increase in college
attendance. Additionally, Agan and Makowsky (2018} find that the EITC reduces female criminal
recidivism,

A recently published study examines the effects of tax benefits in the first year of life on later
life outcomes. Using children born just before versus just after the January 1 birthdate cutoff
for child-related tax benefits, they find that additional benefits in the first year of life lead to
improved math and reading test scores, a higher likelihood of high-school graduation, and
increases in young adult earnings (Barr, Eggleston and Smith 2022).

Cash Assistance
There are also studies that examine the long-term impacts of cash assistance.

Duncan et al. {2011) synthesize data from several randomized control trials of state welfare
reform policies in the years prior to federal welfare reform and find that an additional $1,000
increases student achievement by 0.05-0.06 standard deviations.’

Researchers have traced the effects of casino openings among the Eastern Band of Cherokee
Indians in North Carolina on long term outcomes. The tribe initiated “per-capita payments”
based on the casino revenues—a sort of universal basic income provided to tribal members.
One study found that additional income during childhood led to improvements in educational
attainment and a reduction in criminal activities, with no adverse impact on employment (Akee
et al. 2010). Another study found that the cash transfer led to more parental investment and

5 These results come from pooling data across randomized experiments across U.S. states {and one from Canada)
where one group received the welfare reform program and the other the pre-existing AFDC program.
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positive interactions between the parent and child, and beneficial impacts on children’s
emotional and behavioral health and personality traits during adolescence {Akee et al. 2018).

Aizer, Eli, Ferrie and Lleras-Muney (2016) examine the long run effects of the Mothers’ Pension
program, the earliest cash support program for families with children in the U.S. {(available in
some states prior to the 1935 Social Security Act which created the AFDC program). They
combine data from military records, death records and state historical censuses and find that
receipt of cash assistance increases educational attainment by 0.4 years, extends length of life
by 1.5 years, and reduces the probability of being underweight for men by half.

Medicaid

Medicaid provides health insurance for low income Americans. In the late 1980s and eatly
1990s, expansions in Medicaid led to increases in coverage for preghant women and children.
Research studying these policy expansions reveal that Medicaid has significant benefits in the
long term (see review by Currie and Duque 2019). Several studies show that Medicaid during
pregnancy and childhood leads to improved health outcomes in young adulthood {Currie,
Decker and Lin 2008, Wherry and Meyer 2016, Wherry et al. 2018, Miller and Wherry 2019).
Additionally, the benefits extend to the next generation — children of mothers who had more
exposure to Medicaid during pregnancy themselves go on to have healthier infants (East,
Miller, Page and Wherry, 2022). The benefits are not limited to health. One study shows that
Medicaid in childhood improves performance in school {Levine and Schanzenbach 2009).
Several studies show that Medicaid coverage during childhood leads to increases in educational
attainment and earnings in adulthood {Brown, Kowalski, and Lurie 2020, Miller and Wherry
2018, Cohodes et al. 2016).

Using the introduction of the program in the 1960s, researchers find that childhood exposure to
Medicaid reduced adult disability and increased labor supply (Goodman-Bacon 2016} and
reduced high blood pressure, diabetes, heart disease, and obesity (Boudreaux, Golberstein, and
McAlpine 2016) measured up to 50 years later.

Policymaking recognizing benefits and costs

Overall, the research conclusively establishes that additional resources to low-income children
improves a wide range of adult outcomes. Higher income during childhood leads to
improvements in educational attainment, labor market earnings, family income and health, and
reductions in criminal activity.

To evaluate the impacts of social safety net policies requires analyzing the benefits of the
policies relative to the costs. In addition to the research on the benefits of these policies
discussed above, we also have research on the costs of these programs. In fact, until the last
decade almost all economic research on the social safety net focused on quantifying the costs
with little attention to the benefits {Aizer, Hoynes, and Lleras-Muney 2022).
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The main cost of social safety net programs is the benefit payments and administration costs
(the direct costs). There are also indirect costs of providing the benefits including the costs of
changes in economic behavior (e.g. earnings, employment, income) that result from delivering
the benefits to the parents, as well as the from the taxes needed to fund the programs. Other
indirect costs may include impacts on marriage and fertility.

The research on cash and in-kind assistance programs shows modest, but non-zero, effects on
employment {(Moffitt 2003, Moffitt 2015). However, not all labor supply effects are created
equally. Policies that deliver income with large changes in net wages—either positive {through
use of steep phase-ins such as with the EITC) or negative {through use of steep phase-outs such
as with the original AFDC program)—lead to larger changes in employment than policies that
deliver income with small changes in net wages (such as the gradual phase-out of the EITC).
However, even with the pre-welfare reform AFDC program with phase-out rates between 66
and 100 percent, “the work disincentives of the program have little effect on the size of the
caseload itself” implying even in the absence of the AFDC program, most women would have
earnings below the eligibility threshold (Moffitt 1992, p. 17). With respect to incentive effects
regarding marriage and fertility (another source of potential indirect costs), the results are
weak: “The failure to find strong [cash] benefit effects is the most notable characteristic of this
literature” (Moffitt 1992 p. 31, also see Ziliak 2015).

In summary, we can quantify both benefits and costs of social safety net programs targeted at
children. And we can put them together to compare the benefits relative to the costs.

The research summarized above provides strong evidence for the benefits of the social safety
net for children: additional resources in childhood lead to improvements in adult outcomes.
Clearly this is good for the children and their families. But it is also good for society. Why?
Because higher earnings and income in adulthood translate to higher future government tax
revenue. Improved health and reductions in criminal activity translate to lower future
government spending. Thus, the social safety net is an investment that can pay back benefits
over the longer term, both to the children and their families as well as to society and the
economy as a whole.

The headline results show a large rate of return on investment:

e Inmy research, we find that access to SNAP from conception to age 5 yields $56 of
benefits to the families for every dollar of government net (direct and indirect) costs.

e The net cost of the EITC to taxpayers in the short run is 17 cents for every $1 of direct
program costs. Incorporating the long run benefits, the program completely pays for
itself (Bastian and Jones 2021).

o Medicaid for pregnant women and infants fully pays for itself in the long run {(Hendren
and Sprung-Keyser 2020)}.
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More generally, Hendren and Sprung-Keyser (2020) study more than a hundred policies and
find that programs targeted towards children have large returns, some paying for themselves
entirely in the long run.

An important challenge in this work is that the costs are easy to quantify and are incurred early,
at the time of program delivery. Benefits, on the other hand, take time to emerge. This is
particularly problematic in the presence of fixed budgetary windows. CBO scores policy
proposals “to assess the effects on the economy of “major” legislation that Congressional
authorizing committees approve, and to incorporate those effects into the agency’s 10-year
cost estimates.” The CBO score includes predictions about “how federal outlays and revenues
would change if legislation was enacted and fully implemented as proposed—compared with
what future spending and revenues would be under current law.”®

While this approach takes into account the direct and indirect costs of the program, the 10-year
cost window rules out consideration of the long-term benefits. This can lead to short-term

thinking that ignores the investment aspect of these programs.

Looking forward: Investments in Children and our Economy

Policies adopted in the 1990s led to significant changes the social safety net with a dramatic
shift in focus from income support toward work-based assistance. Consequently, the
distribution of households receiving assistance moved away from the poorest households,
towards the near poor as shown in Figure 5 (Hoynes and Schanzenbach, 2018).

Figure 5: Government Spending on Children, Share by Family Income, 1990-2015
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Source: Hoynes and Schanzenbach (2018).

6 Accessed at CBO “Frequently Asked Questions About CBO Estimates” https://www.cbo.gov/about/products/ce-
faq
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Against this backdrop and in light of the evidence on the investment effects of the social safety
net, it is instructive to consider the 2021 expansion of the Child Tax Credit (CTC) enacted as part
of the American Rescue Plan {ARP).

The ARP included a temporary, one-year expansion of the CTC. The CTC is one of the federal
government’s central policies for delivering economic support to families with children.
However, prior to the ARP expansion, and again now, given that those provisions expired, the
poorest third of children receive either no credit or only a partial amount because receipt is
limited to those who meet a minimum income test.” The 2021 CTC expansion increased the per
child payments (from $2,000 per child to $3,600 per child if under age 6, or $3,000 if ages 6 to
17) and removed the income test thereby extending the CTC to the poorest children. The
payment also shifted to a monthly schedule, so almost all families with children received half
the credit for 2021 in monthly installments between July and December 2021, the balance
being paid when families filed their tax returns in early 2022,

Real-time surveillance has examined the impacts of the CTC on poverty, household spending,
food insecurity, and employment. Research from the Columbia University Center on Poverty
and Social Policy shows the powerful impact the CTC expansion had on child poverty: lifting 3.7
million children out of poverty by the time of the final monthly payment in December 2021.
Using the Census Pulse Survey and other sources, research shows that families have used the
funds to support basic needs including food, rent, and school clothing, as well as paying down
debt.? Several studies show that the expanded CTC led to dramatic reductions in food
insufficiency.® The existing evidence finds no impact on employment?®, though it is possibie that
people may react differently to a long-term policy than to a short-term policy.*

Overall, the CTC expansion is projected to cut child poverty by about 40 percent (Acs and
Werner 2021). Much of this poverty-fighting impact of the CTC expansion comes from
extending eligibility to include the poorest families. Based on the evidence summarized above,
the increase in income from the expanded CTC is expected to generate gains long past
childhood—higher education and earnings, better health, less criminal behavior—yielding a
long-term fiscal payoff. Research from the Columbia University Center on Poverty and Social

7 Collyer, Sophie, David Harris and Christopher Wimer, 2019, Left Behind: The One-Third of Children in

Families Who Earn Too Little to Get the Full Child Tax Credit. Columbia University Poverty & Social Policy

Brief, 3(6), May 13.

8 See Karpman et al, 2021, Perez-Lopez and Mayol-Garcia {2021), Pilkauskas and Michelmore {2021}, and CLASP
(2021).

9 Parolin et al. {2021).

10 Karpman et al. {2022).

1t Several studies have used existing evidence on elasticities to simulate the predicted effects on employment
yielding a range of estimates, Goldin, Maag and Michelmore {2020) predict small effects on labor supply while
Corinth et al. {(2021) predict farger effects on labor supply. Bastian {2021) predicts effects in between these two
other studies and concludes that if extended, the expanded CTC would stil lift more families with children out of
poverty than the previous version of the CTC and earned income tax credit (EITC) combined.

11
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Policy predicts that the long-term net cost to taxpayers of the expanded CTC is 16 cents for
every $1 of new benefits.’?

Conclusion

In sum, the social safety net for families with children represent investments in the human
capital of children, not simply transfers to adults. The returns to these investments, like that of
investments in human capital and infrastructure, can only be properly measured over the entire
lifetime of the recipients and should be comprehensive in nature, including gains to educational
attainment, labor market outcomes, health, and other aspects of human wellbeing.

Thank you, and | look forward to answering any questions you might have.

12 Garfinkel, Irwin, Laurel Sariscsany, Elizabeth Ananat, Sophie Collyer, and Christopher Wimer. 2021. The
Costs and Benefits of a Child Allowance. Columbia University Poverty & Social Policy Brief 5(1}, August 2.
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Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you, Dr. Hoynes, for that testimony.
I now recognize Dr. Black for five minutes. Unmute your micro-
phone and proceed.

STATEMENT OF MAUREEN BLACK

Dr. BLACK. Chairman Yarmuth, Ranking Member Smith, and
Members of the Committee, thank you for the opportunity to meet
with you today to discuss the powerful impact of investment in
early childhood.

My name is Maureen Black. I am a Distinguished Fellow at RTI
International and a professor in pediatrics at the University of
Maryland in Baltimore. For over 25 years I have been a licensed
child psychologist and I have directed an interdisciplinary clinic for
young children with growth and/or feeding problems. I have also
served on advisory boards for Maryland WIC, Maryland Hunger
Solutions, and Children’s Health Watch, a non-partisan network of
healthcare providers committed to improving children’s health.

My testimony addresses the conditions necessary for young chil-
dren to thrive, which is foundational to the health, productivity,
and well-being of adults and society, and in particular, how WIC
has contributed to children thriving.

My testimony is based on my clinical experiences, as well as re-
search that I have conducted or reviewed.

In 2020 WIC served about 6.2 million participants per month, or
almost half of all infants born in the U.S. I have submitted a com-
plete testimony for the record. I will summarize six points that
highlight WIC’s contribution to equity and to American children
thriving.

First, WIC is based on the science of early childhood and is tight-
ly focused on the most critical period of human development, the
first five years. Basic brain development during this period is rapid
with specific nutritional requirements, such as breast milk. Adver-
sities during this period can have long-term negative effects on
adult health, including diabetes, cardiovascular disease, and other
noncommunicable diseases. Interventions during this period pro-
vide the greatest potential for children to thrive. By ensuring that
children have nutritious food and responsive care-giving, WIC
helps children build healthy habits that last throughout life.

Second, WIC promotes equity with a positive impact on the
health and development of children in low-income families.

Third, as the Chairman has noted, the economic evaluations find
that every $1 spent per WIC participant saves $2.48 in medical
costs.

Fourth, WIC brings resources into communities through retailers
and the WIC farmer’s market nutrition program.

Fifth, WIC is dynamic in responding to external stressors, such
as children’s excess weight gain, the COVID-19 pandemic, and the
recent infant formula shortage.

Finally, WIC works. Expectant WIC participating mothers have
healthy babies with reductions in pre-term birth and low birth
weight and increases in breast feeding. For children WIC promotes
responsive care-giving and healthy dietary patterns that are associ-
ated with reduction in obesity and benefits in school performance.
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Based on these six points, WIC is a cost-effective public health
program that improves the human condition by ensuring that in-
fants are born healthy and that young children thrive and con-
tribute to the large society as they become healthy, well adjusted,
productive adults.

Looking forward, WIC is well positioned to implement system
level changes, including expanding access to WIC’s services and
leveraging data sharing with healthcare providers that will reduce
barriers and better serve existing and future WIC participants.

These innovations will enable WIC to continue to effectively uti-
lize taxpayer dollars and ensure that all American children can
thrive.

I thank the Committee and the Congress for making these life
changing investments in women, infants, and children of our na-
tion.

I look forward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Maureen Black follows:]
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Chairman Yarmuth, Ranking Member Smith, and Members of the Committee:

Thank you for the opportunity to meet with you today to discuss the powerful impact of
investment in early childhood for children, families, and our nation’s economy.

My name is Maureen Black. I am a Distinguished Fellow at RTI International where I specialize
in research, programs, and policies related to early childhood development. I am also a professor
in the Department of Pediatrics at the University of Maryland School of Medicine in Baltimore,
Maryland where I served as the John A Scholl, MD and Mary Louise Scholl, MD Endowed
Professor and Chief of the Division of Growth and Nutrition from 2003-2021. For over 25 years,
1 have been a licensed child psychologist and 1 have directed an interdisciplinary clinic for young
children with growth and/or feeding problems. I have also directed the Maryland site of
Children’s HealthWatch, a non-partisan network of health care providers committed to
improving children’s health in America. My expertise is in the prevention of health disparities
associated with threats to children’s early development, including poverty, nutritional
deficiencies (e.g., food insecurity and micronutrient deficiencies), and lack of early learning
opportunities.

I have been funded by the National Institutes of Health (NIH) and other organizations for over 25
years and conducted 10 randomized controlled trials (RCTs) in low-income communities in
Maryland and in low- and middle-income countries throughout the world, aimed at promoting
young children’s growth, health, and development. I have published over 450 peer-reviewed
journal articles, book chapters, and commentaries, most related to children thriving. [ have
served on multiple review and advisory committees for NIH and other local, national, and
international organizations, including UNICEF, the World Health Organization (WHO), and the
World Bank Group. I have been president of two divisions of the American Psychological
Association, served as president of the Maryland WIC Association, and I am the co-chair of the
Advisory Council of Maryland Hunger Solutions.

My testimony today addresses the conditions necessary for young children to thrive, which forms
the basis for the health, productivity, and wellbeing of adults and of the larger society. My
testimony focuses primarily on the Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants,
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and Children (WIC) and is based on my clinical experiences with children and families and
research that I have conducted or reviewed.

Early Childhood Development

The foundations of adult health and wellbeing begin prior to birth with parental health and
wellbeing (Clark et al. 2020). Prior to birth, maternal nutrition, health, and behavior impact fetal
physical and physiological development. Early adversities can disrupt prenatal growth and
development, resulting in pre-term birth (defined as < 37 weeks gestation) or low-birth-weight
(defined as < 2.5 kilograms or 5 pounds, 8.18 ounces). These conditions increase the risks for
childhood mortality, disability, neurocognitive impairment, learning difficulties, and mental
health problems and often extend into adulthood with adverse impacts on health, economic
productivity, and socioeconomic outcomes (Institute of Medicine 2007; Simmons et al., 2010).
Lifetime economic estimates of pre-term birth and low-birth-weight are staggering (estimates for
pre-term birth of $26.2 billion in 2005 for the USA [Institute of Medicine, 2007]) and
disproportionately impact families with limited resources.

In 2020, the pre-term birth rate in the USA was 10.1%, with racial and ethnic differences (CDC
2021). Among African-American women the rate was 14.4%, compared to 9.1% and 9.8%
among white and Hispanic women, respectively. Preventing pre-term birth and low-birth-weight
are national and global priorities endorsed by professional organizations, including the American
Academy of Pediatrics and the World Health Organization. The PREEMIE Reauthorization Act
of 2018 (PL 115-328) renews the country’s commitment to address pre-term birth by supporting
federal research and promoting known interventions and community initiatives.

Children’s development progresses in an exquisitely timed, orderly sequence of interdependent
capabilities, guided by genetic potential and environmental exposures and interactions. The first
1000 days (conception to age 24 months) are critical as major aspects of brain structure and
function are formed (Figure 1).

Figure 1. Human Brain development (Thompson & Nelson, 2001)
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The second thousand days (age 2-5 years) are also important as young children establish patterns
of growth and development, and build dietary and physical activity habits that guide them
through childhood, adolescence, and into adulthood (Black et al 2021).

During the early periods of rapid growth and brain development, the lack of required nutrients
and caregiving can undermine children’s development with long-term negative consequences to
their physical and mental health (Prado & Dewey, 2021). In addition, poverty and other
adversities during this period, including low-birth-weight, excess weight gain, and disruptions in
care, can have long-term negative effects on adult health, including diabetes and cardiovascular
disease (Jensen et al., 2017). Early developmental periods are also marked by plasticity and
children’s ability to adapt. Interventions early in life, including nutritional support and
opportunities for early learning and responsive caregiving, can mitigate the negative
consequences of adversities and enable children to reach their developmental potential,
illustrating the resilience of young children and the importance of intervening early in their
development (Black et al., 2017; Evans, 2013).

History of WIC

The 1969 White House Conference on Food, Nutrition and Health was a landmark bipartisan
event that highlighted the need for action to overcome the poverty, underutrition, and anemia
experienced by thousands of young children in the United States (Kennedy & Dwyer, 2020). The
outcomes of the conference were bold extensions to existing nutritional programs and the genesis
of the WIC Program. WIC was informed by national evidence regarding hunger, undernutrition,
and iron deficiency anemia in the context of poverty and developed as a national public health
program to ensure the health and wellbeing of infants and children at nutritional risk in low-
income households. By providing services to women during pregnancy, WIC was focused on
reducing the prevalence of pre-term and low-birth-weight and ensuring that children were
healthy at birth. By providing services to women during the neonatal and breastfeeding periods,
and to infants and children until age 5 years, WIC was focused on promoting children’s nutrition
and health, and ensuring that they were thriving. WIC’s focus on nutritional risk and low-income
households (Federal Poverty Level < 185%) promotes equity by addressing the needs of families
with limited resources (Oliveira et al., 2002). In addition to food packages tailored to the
nutritional needs of different age groups, WIC provides counseling regarding best practices for
feeding infants and young children through validated practices such as responsive feeding.
Finally, WIC provides screening for anemia (hemoglobin), lead and other health conditions with
referrals as needed. Thus, WIC operates as a public health program that supports thriving among
infants and young children.

At the local level, WIC is administered by state WIC agencies, including all 50 geographic
states, the District of Columbia, five territories, and 33 Indian Tribal Organizations. WIC’s
coverage rate for eligible infants is higher than that for older children and women. In 2019, 1.6
million infants (43% of all infants in the USA) and over 80% of infants eligible for WIC were
enrolled in the program. WIC serves about 6.2 million participants per month and federal
program costs were $6 billion.
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Investigation of integrity related to the implementation of the WIC program has shown that fraud
or abuse occur among fewer than 0.01% of participants (Chaudhari et al., 2001). Given the
controls in place, participant fraud is not likely to increase. WIC has a relatively low rate of
improper vendor payments (with only 0.3% of WIC food dollars being associated with
overcharges) (Gleason et al., 2013).

Economics of WIC

A recent economic analysis of WIC calculated the expected value of WIC’s prevention of pre-
term births, using estimated costs of the consequences of pre-term birth over the newborn’s
lifetime (Nianogo et al., 2019). With an estimate of 500,000 expectant women and three
hypothesized scenarios: 1) universal — WIC services for all WIC eligible women, 2) status quo
WIC services for all WIC-enrolled women (recognizing that some eligible women do not enroll),
and 3) no WIC services for anyone. The number of pre-term births and costs vary across
scenarios: (universal scenario: 22,177 pre-term births, cost of $1.6 billion; status quo scenario:
23.661 pre-term births, cost of $1.7 billion; no WIC services scenario: 31,235 preterm births,
cost of $2. billion (see Figure 2). The savings for every pre-term birth averted is estimated at
$46,118. Thus, every $1 spent per participant in either the status quo or universal scenario saves
$2.48 in medical costs by preventing pre-term births. These findings suggest that WIC’s standard
of care is cost-saving and cost-effective. Broader coverage (and more pre-term births averted)
would increase the cost-savings. These findings are generally consistent with a study conducted
25 years ago based on prenatal WIC participation and estimated Medicaid cost savings (every
dollar spent on prenatal WIC was associated with a savings from $1.77 to $3.13) (Devaney et al.,
1992). Thus, the reduction in pre-term births associated with WIC participation is a significant
cost-savings that could increase if the program were expanded. Additional evidence is needed on
the economic impact of WIC participation among infants and children, especially as healthier
WIC foods impact childhood obesity rates.

Figure 2. Estimated savings by hypothetical reduction of pre-term births

Total additional cost, WIC expenditures, and savings in 3 simulated
scenarios in the hypothetical cohort of 500,000 eligible pregnant women
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WIC Program Modifications

WIC food packages vary by the age, health, and nutritional needs of the child, and by the
mother’s status as pregnant, postpartum, and breastfeeding. The packages align with the Dietary
Guidelines for Americans and the feeding practice guidelines of the American Academy of
Pediatrics. In 2009, the food packages were revised to meet dietary preferences of the increasing
ethnic diversity of the population and in response to increasing concems about children’s excess
weight gain (Special Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants and Children, 2008).
The food packages are designed to support breastfeeding, and to provide WIC participants with a
wide variety of foods including fruits, vegetables, and whole grains, while giving WIC state
agencies flexibility in prescribing food packages to accommodate the cultural food preferences
of WIC participants.

In the 2010s, WIC modernized program services to respond to the needs of participants and
reduce barriers to participation. Transitioning from vouchers to Electronic Benefit Transfer
(EBT) has facilitated the grocery shopping experience for participants and vendors, reduced
stigma, and improved recordkeeping and accountability. EBT is operational in 48 of the 50
geographic states, with the final two states currently rolling out EBT benefits to participating
families.

The Healthy, Hunger-Free Kids Act of 2010 (PL 111-178) stipulated that that the WIC food
package be reviewed every 10 years to provide reliable information to WIC participants,
providers, policymakers, and others. In 2017, the National Academies of Sciences, Engineering,
and Medicine (NASEM) issued independent, science-based recommendations to improve the
WIC food package — including increased issuance of fruits, vegetables, seafood, and whole
grains. In 2020, the Dietary Guidelines were updated to include new guidelines for nutritional
intake for women during pregnancy and lactation, and children from birth to 24 months of age.
These advances are used at the state and federal levels to revise WIC programming to improve
dietary and health outcomes for women, infants, and children.

Evaluations of WIC Participation

To reduce the potential threat of selection bias and the inability to use random assignment, the
gold standard for experimental evaluations, evaluators assess the impact of WIC using strategies
such as propensity score matching, difference in difference designs, or covariate adjustment. For
example, a recent investigation using Medicaid birth certificate data from over 11 million
racially and ethnically diverse expectant mothers found that the prevalence of pre-term birth was
significantly lower among WIC participants compared to eligible non-participants (Soneji &
Beltran-Sanchez, 2019), with a 36.6% relative risk reduction in mortality by age 12 months. The
pattern was consistent within the racial ethnic groups (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Association of Pre-term Birth and Infant Mortality rate with the Receipt of WIC During
Pregnancy among Expectant Mothers Covered by Medicaid, 2011-2017
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Evaluations have consistently shown that WIC participation is associated with reductions in
anemia (Yip et al., 1987; Sanjeevi & Freeland-Graves, in press) and beneficial effects on
children’s diet and nutrient intake (Siega-Riz et al., 2004; Jun et al., 2018). Longer WIC
participation has been associated with higher diet quality and reductions in household food
insecurity (Anderson et al., 2022).

A recent review following the 2009 food package revisions confirmed that prenatal WIC
participation was associated with lower risk of pre-term delivery, low-birth-weight, and infant
mortality, as shown previously, and to multiple measures of children’s care and development and
access to healthy food (Caulfield et al., 2022). For women, during pregnancy, maternal WIC
participation was associated with better maternal diet quality, and lower risk of inadequate
gestational weight gain; and during post-partum, maternal WIC participation was associated with
child preventive care, immunizations and children’s cognitive development. Among children,
WIC participation was associated with better diet quality, and greater intakes of WIC-provided
foods. Among households, WIC participation was associated with greater access to healthy food
groups. The study could not differentiate whether outcomes differed across racial and ethnic
subgroups.

Multiple studies have documented positive effects of WIC participation on children’s dietary
quality, which is likely to have a positive impact on children’s development. At 12 months-of-
age, children of mothers who participated in prenatal WIC had significantly higher scores on a
standardized assessment of early development compared to children of WIC-eligible mothers
who did not participate (Guan et al., 2021). In a sample of 27,000 WIC-eligible children under 3
years-of-age from multi-racial and ethnic backgrounds, WIC participation attenuated, but did not
eliminate, the negative association between multiple adversities and children’s “well-child”
status (i.e., good health, no hospitalizations, no developmental concerns, and neither overweight
not underweight) (Black et al, 2012), thus demonstrating the beneficial effects of WIC on
preschoolers’ development and well-being. Evidence is emerging on the impact of prenatal and
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early WIC participation on children’s academic performance (Jackson, 2015). Additional studies
are needed to examine the longitudinal effects of WIC on children’s health, development, and
academic performance.

Breastfeeding promotion has been a central component of WIC, with variability in the impact of
WIC participation on rates of breastfeeding initiation, exclusivity, and duration (Caulfield et al.,
2022). A recent report endorsed WIC’s strategies to support breastfeeding, including peer
counselors, distribution of breast pumps, and an enhanced food package, along with better
community support for breastfeeding (Rasmussen et al., 2017). Breastfeeding has been
associated with retention in WIC beyond 1-year, suggesting the value of ongoing breastfeeding
support from WIC providers (Whaley et al., 2017).

Excess weight gain among young children has increased over the past three decades, elevating
children’s risk for lifelong obesity and associated health problems, including diabetes,
cardiovascular disease, impaired glucose tolerance, respiratory and joint problems, fatty liver
disease, social and psychological problems, and other chronic diseases (Ogden et al.,
2016;Whitaker et al., 2007). CDC and USDA analyzed data on children enrolled in WIC from
56 states and territories between 2010 and 2018 (Centers for Disease Control and Prevention,
2021). Among children aged 3 to 23 months, the prevalence of elevated weight-for-length (an
indicator of early obesity risk) declined from 14.5% 2010 to 12.3% in 2014 and then stabilized
(Pan et al, 2021). Among children aged 2 to 4 years, rates of obesity declined from 15.9% in
2010 to 14.4% in 2018. The prevalence and declines on obesity varied by state, by sex (greater
for boys) and by race and ethnicity (higher among children who were Hispanic and American
Indian or Alaska Native than non-Hispanic White, non-Hispanic Black, or Asian or Pacific
Islander). Excess weight gain continues to be a national concern that will require ongoing efforts
by WIC, Early Childhood Education programs, and others.

Longitudinal studies involving birth cohorts highlight the protective impact of early interventions
that can mitigate the negative effect of early adversities (Evans et al., 2013; Trude et al, 2020).
Longitudinal studies are needed to study the impact of WIC participation on adult health,
productivity, and wellbeing (Black et al., 2012).

Response to Environmental Challenges

The WIC Program has demonstrated the ability to respond to environmental conditions
impacting WIC participants, including the COVID-19 pandemic and the recent infant formula
shortage. The economic threats from COVID-19, along with the closures of schools, childcare,
and worksites to prevent the spread of the virus have inflicted disproportionate hardships on low-
income families, including WIC participants. Approximately 50% of WIC participants reported a
decrease in household income associated with the pandemic. The recent increase in access to
fruits and vegetables, introduction of remote services, and flexibility related to the infant formula
shortage represent WIC’s flexibility and commitment to ensuring that expectant mothers, infants,
and children receive the nutritional services, counseling, and health care they need, regardless of
external challenges.
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Cash Value Benefits. Cash Value Vouchers (now Cash Value Benefits) were introduced in 2007
to enable WIC participants to purchase fruits and vegetables ($9/month for infants and children
and $11/month for pregnant, postnatal, and breastfeeding women). In April 2021, Congress
authorized more than 4.8 million women and children participating in WIC to receive enhanced
Cash Value Benefits for vegetable and fruit benefits (varying between $24 and $35/month, based
on participant category). This investment (the “WIC bump”) was extended in fiscal year 2022
through bipartisan action and illustrates WIC’s public health success in promoting fruits and
vegetables.

A multi-state survey among over 26,000 WIC participants was administered prior to and
following the increase in Cash Value Benefit (Ritchie, et al., 2022). Prior to the 2021 increase,
76% of participants reported that the $9/month benefit was not enough. Following the 2021
increase, most participants (85%) were aware of the increased benefit, were satisfied with the
$35/month, and children consumed an average ' cup increase in daily fruits and vegetables.

The increased access to fruits and vegetables should increase consumption among young
children and provide a greater variety of produce for WIC families. Consistent access to more
fruits and vegetables can shape shopping behaviors and child taste preferences in the long-term,
and reduce healthcare costs by mitigating the risk of health conditions related to poor nutritional
quality and enhancing food and nutrition security for low-income families.

Remote services. WIC initiated remote services for enrolling and recertifying in WIC, using
phone, video, online, and curbside appointments. In some sites, depending on retailer
technology, online shopping was authorized. Although participants reported missing the
interpersonal connection with WIC providers, they reported a desire to continue to receive WIC
services remotely. Approximately one-third reported buying more WIC food than prior to the
pandemic (Ritchie et al,, 2021).

Infant Formula Shortage. The USA experienced a severe shortage of infant formula in 2022
after a recall based on concerns regarding quality control. The shortage left many caregivers
concerned about how to feed their infant. USDA (2022) reports that more than half (56%) of all
infant formula purchased in the USA is through WIC’s state-based, sole-source contracting
process, which provides a specific brand of tormula to 1.2 million infants, and results in an
annual saving of $1.7 billion over purchasing formula on the open market. This cost containment
strategy posed a unique challenge during the formula shortage. Starting in February 2022,
waivers from USDA allowed WIC families to access additional container sizes and formula
brands.

Recent legislation addresses the current formula shortage and methods to ensure future safety.
The bipartisan Access Baby Formula Act (PL 117-129) promotes collaboration between USDA
and FDA to assure a coordinated, public-private response to infant formula shortages, ensuring
that the most vulnerable infants have access to adequate nutrition. This legislation has already
been deployed to roll out nationwide waivers that allowed State WIC Agencies to authorize
imported formulas as an option for WIC shoppers attempting to navigate the effects of the
formula shortage.
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Formula shortages also highlighted WIC’s role as the nation’s leading breastfeeding promotion
and support program. WIC breastfeeding staff supported pregnant and new mothers in
developing breastfeeding plans, increasing milk supply, or re-lactating during the formula
shortages. These essential lactation support services would often be out-of-reach for low-income
families if not for WIC support. WIC’s breastfeeding support during the formula crisis builds on
a long record of resolving income- and race-based disparities in breastfeeding rates, including a
30% increase in initiation rates among WIC-enrolled participants between 1998 and 2018.
WIC’s success in supporting and sustaining breastfeeding efforts must be strengthened as part of
a comprehensive national strategy to reflect the medical and public health consensus that
breastfeeding is the optimal source of infant nutrition, including efforts to more carefully
regulate infant formula production, marketing, and promotion (American Academy of Pediatrics,
2022).

WIC’s Impact on Communities

WIC brings resources into communities through authorized WIC retailers, which vary from
small stores to large box stores. An assessment of grocery stores prior to and following the 2009
revision to the WIC food packages showed improved access to healthy foods, benefitting WIC
participants and the society at large (Andreyeva et al., 2012). With the introduction of Cash
Value Benefits to purchase fruits and vegetables and the WIC Farmers Market Nutrition
Program, benefits from the WIC program extended to farmers. WIC builds capacity in local
communities through partnerships with health providers and other community organizations to
ensure that families receive effective support.

The American Rescue Plan Act of 2021 (PL 117-2) gave USDA resources for the modernization
of WIC and the Farmers’ Market Nutrition Program. The Act laid the groundwork for enhancing
WIC participants’ experiences and equity by investing in online technology solutions and
forming partnerships between WIC and other sectors to facilitate and increase program access.

WIC Challenges and Future Positioning

In recent years, WIC has experienced a decline in enrollment and participation, which may result
in increased risk of food insecurity, more infants born pre-term or with low-birth-weight, and
decreased access to healthy food and healthy eating patterns for young children. Approximately
50% of WIC-eligible women, infants, and children are enrolled in WIC, potentially increasing
the burden on the healthcare system. The declines in WIC participation have been attributed to
multiple factors: improved economic conditions, falling birth rate, and immigrant-related
concerns, plus confusion regarding eligibility, concerns about stigma, and logistical issues
around transportation, hours of service, etc. Strategies supported by the American Rescue Plan
Act can overcome many of these barriers by increasing the quality of participants’ experiences
without increasing costs.
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WIC is well positioned to implement system level changes that will better serve existing and
future WIC participants. For example, learning from the successes of the implementation of
electronic benefit transfer, WIC is evaluating the feasibility of leveraging data sharing with other
organizations, including Medicaid, SNAP, and health care providers. With permission from
participants, WIC and health care providers could share findings from hemoglobin and lead
screening between WIC systems and children’s electronic medical records, building on referrals
to provide more coordinated care. In addition, with permission from parents, women seeking
prenatal care who are enrolled in Medicaid could be automatically entered into WIC. Finally,
WIC could partner with health plans to provide nutrition and breastfeeding services for a broader
range of the American public, including participants who are not income-eligible for WIC’s
healthy food benefit. These systems level advances could provide better integration across
services, thereby better serving pregnant women and low-income families with infants and
young children.

Summary

In summary, the WIC Program is tightly focused on the most critical period of human
development (the first 2000 days, beginning prenatally until age 5 years) where brain
development is rapid, unmitigated adversities can have long-term effects, and there is the
greatest potential for all children to thrive. By addressing low-income households, WIC advances
equity by promoting thriving for all children.

The WIC Program was initiated to address child hunger and malnutrition. It was driven by the
science of early childhood health and nutrition, with tailored food packages informed by the
Dietary Guidelines for Americans and children’s developing nutritional needs. Over the past 50
years, WIC has become an essential public health component of the American society that
promotes the health, nutrition, and wellbeing of young children, adds economic value to
communities, and builds relationships with other health care providers. WIC’s responsiveness to
unprecedented and unanticipated environmental challenges, including the COVID-19 pandemic,
the infant formula shortage, and the increase in children’s excess weight gain, illustrates the
critical role that WIC plays in promoting equity and preventing further disparities by protecting
young children in low-income families. Innovative advances, such as revised food packages,
remote registration and access, increased access to fruits and vegetables, and the electronic
benefit transactions are examples of the dynamic aspects of WIC in responding to the needs of
the American society. WIC 1s a cost-effective public health program that improves the human
condition of Americans by ensuring that infants are born healthy and that young children thrive
and are prepared to contribute to the larger society as they become healthy, well-adjusted,
productive adults.

Looking forward, WIC is well positioned to implement system level changes, including

expanding access to WIC’s nutrition services and leveraging data sharing with health care
providers that will better serve existing and future WIC participants. These innovations will

10
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enable WIC to continue to effectively utilize taxpayer dollars and ensure that all American
children can thrive.
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Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you, Dr. Black.
I now recognize Mr. Malik for five minutes. Unmute please and
proceed when you are ready.

STATEMENT OF RASHEED MALIK

Mr. MALIK. Thank you, Chairman Yarmuth, Ranking Member
Smith, and Members of the Committee. I would like to also thank
you for the opportunity to speak here today.

My name is Rasheed Malik and I am the Senior Director of Early
Childhood Policy at the Center for American Progress.

I would like to start with a quote from Nelson Mandela, who
once said “Our children are the rock on which our future will be
built, our greatest asset as a nation. They will be leaders of our
country, the creators of our national wealth, those who care for and
protect our people.” Now, I don’t believe that anyone here would
disagree with this statement. In fact, I have heard countless vari-
ations on it from law makers on both side of the aisle.

A genuine concern for the healthy development and education of
our children is one of our clearest shared values as a society and
it is great to see this reflected by our representatives in govern-
ment. But when it comes to making commitments in the federal
budget toward evidence based early childhood policies, we have
fallen short as a nation. The United States invests a smaller per-
centage of our GDP in childcare and early education than almost
every other developed economy in the world.

While the benefits from high quality childcare have been studied
for years by economists and other social scientists, little public
funding has followed. In many places, a year of childcare costs
more than a year of college tuition, and that is if you can find an
opening for your child. Across the country, waitlists for childcare
are longer than ever. And the global pandemic has worsened the
childcare crisis. Let me be clear, one in ten early educators have
still not returned to the field and turnover is at an all-time high.
The numbers just don’t work for childcare businesses. They can’t
pay their teachers any less and they can’t charge parents any
more. This funding gap is begging for a public investment so that
supply can meet demand. Without it we will continue to have edu-
cator shortages, diminished maternal labor force attachment, and
ever widening inequality of child outcomes.

The silver lining in all this is that these conditions present us
with a historic opportunity to dramatically improve conditions for
children, their families, and early childhood educators. When we
put public dollars behind early childhood programs, we are invest-
ing in long-term cost savers that help pay for themselves in the
form of higher tax revenues and increased productivity.

Investments in the childcare sector both create jobs and enable
job growth in other sectors of the economy. It is why now more
than ever business leaders are pointing to childcare as key to hir-
ing and retaining working mothers.

Now, recently Harvard University economist, Nathaniel Hendren
and his colleague, Ben Sprung-Keyser, undertook a comparative
analysis of more than 130 public policy interventions, all conducted
over the last 50 years in the United States. And the question they
sought to answer was deceptively simple, which policies improve
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social well-being the most. By looking at the benefits of each policy
toward its intended audience, as well as the policy’s net cost, these
scholars have published a groundbreaking study that answers that
very question. The metric they have developed to compare various
policies is called “marginal value of public funds.” It is just the
kind of thing that responsible policymakers have been asking for.
And what policies improve social well-being the most? What is the
best use of public funds? Direct investments in the health and well-
being of low-income children.

According to their math, several of the early childhood policies
they looked at had the highest possible score, meaning that the pol-
icy didn’t even have a net cost to the government. Put another way,
on top of the benefits received by the children that were targeted,
these programs literally paid for themselves through increased tax
revenue and reduced transfer payments.

Now, as Dr. Hoynes has written about extensively, the body of
policy research has historically been focused on short run benefits.
This has discounted and shortchanged children, their families, and
those who care for and educate our youngest babies and children.
The work of educating and caring for young children has been sys-
tematically undervalued for far too long because of this bias in our
analytical framework. This Committee is taking an important first
step today by acknowledging these historical misconceptions and in
the future I hope that Congress will move away from shortsighted
policy concerns.

President Biden likes to say don’t tell me what you value, show
me your budget and I will tell you what you value. And for a long
time in this country, there has been a significant divergence be-
tween our stated values and our public budgets. It is my hope that
this hearing can be a step in the direction of reconciling that imbal-
ance.

Thank you again for inviting me to this hearing and I look for-
ward to answering your questions.

[The prepared statement of Rasheed Malik follows:]
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Chairman Yarmuth, Ranking Member Smith, and Members of the Committee — Thank you for
the opportunity to testify before you today.

Nelson Mandela, speaking at the dedication of a new school close to his childhood home, once
said “Our children are the rock on which our future will be built, our greatest asset as a nation.
They will be the leaders of our country, the creators of our national wealth, those who care for
and protect our people.”! | don’t believe that anyone here would disagree with this statement.
In fact, I've heard myriad variations on it from lawmakers on both sides of the aisle. A genuine
concern for the healthy development and education of our children is one of our clearest
shared values as a society and this is reflected by our representatives in government.

But when it comes to making commitments in the federal budget towards evidence-based early
childhood policies, we have fallen short as a nation. The U.S. invests a smaller percentage of our
GDP in child care and early education than almost every other developed economy in the
world.2 Consequently, we now have one of the lowest labor force participation rates for
mothers with young children. Even if one includes all other programs that offer aid to families
with children, we still rank 36" out of 37 OECD countries, this is despite our relatively high rates
of child poverty.3

The fact that there is abundant need for early childhood policy intervention is hardly in dispute,
especially when it comes to early care and education. Before | even touch on the stresses that
the Covid-19 pandemic has placed on our child care sector, it should be noted that most
communities have had a systemic undersupply of child care options for decades. While the
positive effects of high-quality child care have been studied for years by economists and other
social scientists, little public funding has followed to scale up these models to reach American
families. This has resulted in a mostly privately financed market that is highly responsive to the
revenue available to child care providers, namely parental fees. In many places, a year of child
care costs more than a year of college tuition since quality child care is very costly to provide.*
It should not surprise us that such a market produces inequities in access to care.

The effects of the ongoing pandemic have aggravated these issues of undersupply and
imbalanced access to licensed care. One in ten early educators have still not returned to the
field, leading to longer waiting lists than ever in many places. Fundamentally, the numbers
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don’t work for child care businesses. They can’t pay their teachers any less and they can’t
charge parents any more than they already do. This funding gap is begging for a public
investment so that supply can meet demand. Without it we will continue to have educator
shortages, diminished maternal labor force attachment, and ever-widening inequality of child
outcomes.

The silver lining here is that these conditions present us with an historic opportunity to
dramatically improve conditions for children, their families, and early childhood educators. All
available evidence makes it very clear that investing in early childhood, including early care and
education, is by far the best bang for the buck when it comes to public spending. More than
100 prominent economists and public policy scholars recently signed an open letter in support
of long-term child care investments so that working families would no longer be “forced to
choose between work and caregiving, hampering female labor force participation and reducing
productivity.”> There is a growing consensus among economists and policy analysts that
investing in early care and education isn’t merely a positive benefit for children — it’s a long-
term cost saver that helps pay for itself in the form of higher tax revenues and increased
productivity. Investments in the child care sector both create and enable job growth.

Towards a More Complete Accounting of Costs and Benefits

For decades, public policy interventions have often been evaluated through a comparison of
the tangible and intangible costs and benefits associated with the policy alternative. Sometimes
this is employed during a regulatory analysis so that scarce public resources are deployed to
programs with the greatest benefit relative to its cost. This can help policymakers or regulators
compare options within a set of similar actions, but its utility is often limited to a list of options
within a defined set of policy parameters.

More recently, public policy scholars have sought a unified analytical framework by which
policymakers could compare the relative merits of social programs across different policy
objectives. The idea is not to find which single approach to a particular problem might be most
cost-effective, but which social investment is most cost-effective across a range of policies
targeted at differing social problems. Harvard economist Nathaniel Hendren and his co-author
Ben Sprung-Keyser have developed one such analytical approach, which produces what they
call the “Marginal Value of Public Funds.”®

This metric is intended to allow for a comparative analysis of both the benefits that a policy
provides its recipients as well as the policy’s net cost, inclusive of the long-term impacts on the
government’s budget. This last clause is key, as it accounts for savings to the government that
result from the initial upfront costs that are incurred by the government. By dividing the
benefits by the net costs, these researchers derive the Marginal Value of Public Funds (MVPF),
which can be compared across a range of interventions for which there is reliable data.
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According to Hendren and Sprung-Keyser, this unified welfare analysis can be summarized by
one simple question: Which policies improve social well-being the most?” Interestingly, these
scholars don't just ask the question, they attempt to answer it as well. Their team at Harvard
and Policy Impacts analyzed 133 historical policy changes in the U.S over the last 50+ years.
What they found is that direct investments in the health and education of low-income children
yield the highest MVPFs. Several of the early childhood policies that they analyzed produced an
infinite MVPF, meaning that the policy didn’t even have a net positive cost to the government.
That is to say, on top of the benefits received by the children that were targeted, these
programs literally paid for themselves through increased tax revenue and reduced transfer
payments.

The Health, Educational, and Economic Benefits of Child Care

Now | will cover the numerous benefits to high-quality child care that decades of academic and
policy research have identified. They fall into three categories: 1) Family and health benefits, 2)
Children’s educational benefits, and 3) Broad-based economic benefits. | would highlight the
fact that benefits are usually proportional to the quality and intensity of the child care benefits
that are studied. Low-quality, poorly targeted interventions do not produce the kinds of
benefits that have been observed in studies of better designed and implemented programs.
Not every intervention can be scaled to meet the challenges faced by every type of family with
young children, so successful implementation would likely require a combination of programs
that would offer choices to parents.

Family and Health Benefits

High-quality child care can produce benefits at the family level by increasing family economic
stability and reducing parental stress. Comprehensive child care can ease the burden on
caregivers to balance the immediate needs of their children with the financial demands of
maintaining their households and the occupational demands of their work.? Policies that
mitigate costs to families also support parents’ mental health by reducing the financial concerns
associated with program affordability. Importantly, parents’ mental health predicts their
children’s mental health, as parents who suffer from mental health challenges can struggle to
provide care for their children without adequate external support.

Financial support for the child care sector can also benefit the health of early educators and
other child care professionals, many of whom were leaving the field at an alarming rate even
before the COVID-19 pandemic, citing low wages as the main reason for resigning.® Providers
who reported difficulties making ends meet also reported higher generalized depressive
symptoms, anxiety, and stress—all of which can contribute to more negative caregiver-child
interactions, which are critical for children’s social and cognitive development.®

Meanwhile, Head Start and Early Head Start offer nutritional support programs that decrease
children’s food insecurity and promote healthier eating habits and physical activity. They also
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often provide developmental assessments and connections to services that offer treatment or

support for disabilities, immunizations and physical screenings, and early referrals for primary
11

care.

Children’s Educational Benefits

Babies, toddlers, and preschoolers all benefit from the educational experiences that come from
developmentally appropriate settings. Children’s brains develop more than 1 million neural
connections every second — they are learning all the time. Supporting those stages of hyper-
developmental growth can happen in the home with parents or extended family, or it can be
with a trained early educator, either in a provider’s home or in a child care center. This early
cognitive maturation sets the foundation for later learning and skill development, ranging from
academic learning to memory, decision-making, and emotion regulation.*?

Decades of research have found that rigorous, high-quality child care programs promote
children’s school readiness, in addition to providing other cascading benefits such as higher
educational attainment and adult earnings.® These effects are most pronounced for low-
income students, and while there is significant variation in immediate outcomes—often
attributed to children’s subsequent educational experiences—many child care programs show
lasting educational, economic, and even intergenerational benefits.'* Moreover, these
investments can result in decreases in special education placement, which also has significant
associated economic costs.®®

Broad-based Economic Benefits

As of 2019, two-thirds of American children had all available parents or other primary
caregivers in the workforce, meaning that they relied on professionals, family members,
friends, neighbors, or others for care.'® With ten percent of the early care and education field
having left the sector, child care shortages are more acute than ever. Meanwhile, the
responsibility of supplying child care when services are unavailable or unaffordable falls
disproportionately on women, especially on women of color and mothers of young infants.’

The lack of child care for babies less than one year old cuts heavily into mothers’ labor force
attachment. While their children are in infancy, women’s workforce participation falls to less
than 60 percent. The loss of women in the workforce has contributed to more than $35 billion
in annual income losses, which has cascading consequences for families’ abilities to afford
household essentials or to build wealth over time.!®

Economists will tell you that the fundamental inputs for economic growth are the size of the
labor force and the productivity of that labor. By providing the stability and economic relief that
comes from a well-funded, broadly accessible child care system, we should expect positive
impacts on both of those inputs.



53

Policy Considerations for Future Early Childhood Budgets

Developing high-quality, affordable, and abundant child care infrastructure will not be easy, and
it will not come without significant upfront costs. But as this testimony attempts to lay out in
detail, a richer accounting of the net costs and the direct and indirect benefits suggests that
early childhood investments are one of the most responsible, high-impact, long-term budget
choices available to lawmakers. They need not be in competition, as spending to alleviate child
poverty does not diminish the effectiveness of nutritional programs, which in turn can
positively affect the provision of high-quality child care. These are complementary policies that
reinforce one other, all the time reducing costs for government well into the future.

As Dr. Hoynes has written about extensively, economic research has typically been focused on
the short-run benefits of policies. This has discounted and short-changed children, their
families, and those who care for and educate our youngest babies and children. The work of
educating and caring for young children has been systemically undervalued for far too long
because of this bias in our policy analysis framework. This committee is taking an important
first step today by acknowledging these historical misconceptions, and in the future, | hope that
Congress will move away from short-sighted policy concerns.

President Biden has a quote that he attributes to his father, and it seems appropriate to end my
testimony on it here. As the President says, “Don't tell me what you value, show me your
budget, and I'll tell you what you value.” For a very long time in this country, there has been a
significant divergence between our stated values and our public budgets. It is my hope that this
hearing can be a step in the direction of reconciling that imbalance.

Thank you again for inviting me to this hearing and | look forward to answering your questions.

1 “Address by President Nelson Mandela at the dedication of Qunu and Nkalane Schools,” available at
http://www.mandela.gov.za/mandela_speeches/1995/950603 gunu.htm#:~:text=0ur%20children%20are%20the
%20rock,for%20and%20protect%20our%20people.

2 https://www.oecd.org/els/soc/PF3 1 Public spending on childcare and early education.pdf

3 Anna Aizer, Hilary W. Hoynes, and Adriana Lleras-Muney, “Children and the US Social Safety Net: Balancing
Disincentives for Adults and Benefits for Children,” NBER Working Paper, available at
https://www.nber.org/papers/w29754.

4 https://www.childcareaware.org/demanding-change-repairing-our-child-care-system/

® https://americanprogress.org/wp-

content/uploads/2021/09/Economist childcareletter 2021 withSignatures.pdf

6 Nathaniel Hendren and Ben Sprung-Keyser, “A Unifed Welfare Analysis of Government Policies,” Quarterly
Journal of Economics available at https://cdn.policyimpacts.org/cms/welfare vnber 2eec2305f7.pdf

7 https://cdn.policyimpacts.org/cms/welfare executive summary 236f203240.pdf

8 Hailey Gibbs and Rasheed Malik, “Child Care Spending Generates Massive Dividends,” available at
https://www.americanprogress.org/article/child-care-spending-generates-massive-dividends,




54

° Meg Caven and others, “Center- and Program-Level Factors Associated with Turnover in the Early Childhood
Education Workforce” (Washington: Institute of Education Sciences, 2021), available

at https://ies.ed.gov/ncee/rel/Project/4633.

10 Allison H. Friedman-Krauss and others, “Child Behavior Problems, Teacher Executive Functions, and Teacher
Stress in Head Start Classrooms,” Early Education Development 25 (5) (2014): 681-702, available

at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC5460986/.

1 Head Start Early Childhood Learning & Knowledge Center, “Child Screening & Assessment,” available

at https://eclkc.ohs.acf.hhs.gov/child-screening-assessment/article/developmental-screening-child-development-
learn-signs-act-early (last accessed February 2022).

12 Adrienne L. Tierney and Charles A. Nelson, lll, “Brain Development and the Role of Experience in the Early
Years,” Zero Three 30 (2) (2013): 9-13, available at https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3722610/.

13 Greg J. Duncan and Katherine Magnuson, “Investing in Preschool Programs,” Journal of Economic Perspectives 27
(2) (2013): 109-132, available at https://www.aeaweb.org/articles?id=10.1257/jep.27.2.109.

14 Andrew Barr and Chloe R. Gibbs, “Breaking the Cycle? Intergenerational Effects of an Anti-Poverty Program in
Early Childhood” (Charlottesville, VA: EdPolicyWorks, 2017), available

at https://education.virginia.edu/sites/default/files/files/EdPolicyWorks files/61 Anti Proverty Effects ECE.pdf.
15 peter Belonon-Rosen, “Special education costs add up for parents, schools as federal law remains underfunded,”
Marketplace, June 22, 2018, available at https://www.marketplace.org/2018/06/22/special-education-adds-up-
parents-federal-underfunded/.

16 Katie Hamm and others, “America, It’s Time to Talk About Child Care” (Washington: 2019), available

at https://caseforchildcare.org/2020CaseForChildCare.pdf.

17 Katherine Lim and Mike Zabek, “Women’s Labor Force Exits during COVID-19: Differences by Motherhood, Race,
and Ethnicity” (Washington: Federal Reserve Board, 2021), available

at https://www.federalreserve.gov/econres/feds/files/2021067pap.pdf.

18 Andre Dua and others, “Achieving an inclusive US economic recovery” (New York: McKinsey & Company, 2021),
available at https://www.mckinsey.com/industries/public-and-social-sector/our-insights/achieving-an-inclusive-us-

economic-recovery.




55

Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you, Mr. Malik, for your testimony.

I now have an honor of introducing Former Speaker of the
House, Newt Gingrich. Mr. Gingrich, you have five minutes. Begin
when you are ready.

STATEMENT OF NEWT GINGRICH

Mr. GINGRICH. Chairman Yarmuth and Ranking Member Smith
and Members of the Committee, thank you for inviting me to speak
with you. I am honored to return even virtually to the People’s
House.

This Committee is dealing with some of the most important
issues facing our country and it has the great opportunity to begin
restoring an America that works for all Americans. Your topic
today, however, raises two questions. One, does more spending in
a period of rampant inflation actually make the inflation worse and
cost more to the American families you are trying to help. And,
two, is government an effective delivery system.

You know, it is a great irony to have the government, which has
been the largest single abuser of children over the last two years,
suggest that Americans should trust the government to improve
their children’s lives and futures. The government led efforts to iso-
late and mistreat children in response to COVID-19 to trap them
in schools that don’t teach, and to eliminate the culture of work,
productivity, and hope for a better future, have contributed to
widespread psychological and academic trauma to the children that
we have never really seen before. The government’s failure to deal
with mental health issues in a serious way that prioritizes patient
and community welfare has led to a record number of people who
are homeless. The government’s failure to stop the illegal drug
trade and explosion of overdoses and deaths and suicides has led
to more American deaths than the last several wars combined. It
has also been the largest single destructive force undermining and
weakening children in American history.

But there are several things your Committee could be doing to
repair some of the damage. As President Ronald Reagan said, the
greatest social program is a job. Work is good for the family, it is
good for income, and it is good for teaching young people that when
they grow up they should expect to work.

Second, we balanced the federal budget for four straight years
through a bipartisan effort. And the fact is that the Clinton-Ging-
rich budgets worked, they reduced the inflation rate, they reduced
the tax rate, they created jobs, because we cared about America’s
future enough to make tough choices now.

Third, given the current rate of inflation, the idea we ought to
pile more money into the system is an almost suicidal act of hubris.

Fourth, when we passed welfare reform it was principled, work-
oriented, a system wide overhaul, and it worked. It worked because
people went to work. Because Americans were going to work, we
saw the largest single reduction of childhood poverty in American
history. And the reforms were bipartisan. Perhaps most impor-
tantly, the ideas and work that led to successful welfare reform
didn’t come solely out of Washington, DC, we reached out to Gov-
ernors and state officials who actually ran the welfare programs.
They told us what needed to be fixed and what needed to be com-
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pletely reworked, we didn’t tell them. This of course drove the
Washington, DC. staff members crazy, but it worked. We needed to
hear from the people who actually worked in these programs on a
day-to-day basis to understand how the system needed to change.

The greatest problem Washington has today is its inability to
learn what works and what fails in the real world. This city has
a passion for skipping over reality and focusing on ideology. And
we are seeing it happen today as we grapple with high inflation
and stumble toward a recession. We don’t have to reinvent the
world of Jimmy Carter, we know what works. What works is bal-
ancing the budget, what works is having a maximum number of
able-bodied Americans going to work. We should be connecting all
government aid to work, except for the most severely challenged.
Further, given advances in technology and communication, we
should reassess and update what able bodied means.

What works is cutting out corruption and incompetence. Consider
the $20 billion stolen from the California unemployment fund.
Some estimates suggest that nearly half of all pandemic aid was
stolen. Simply having the committee figure out how to eliminate
the theft would give you more than enough money for virtually
every program you favor.

What works is having strong families who have enough take
home pay to make their own decisions about how their children are
educated and who is taking care of them. Just as we need edu-
cation freedom, which Former Secretary Betsy DeVos is cham-
pioning, we need childcare freedom.

Let me say in closing, I don’t believe a unionized, bureaucratic,
anti-religious, one size fits all government system is the answer to
the future. I think what we need is to liberate the American peo-
ple, to increase their take home pay, to have an economy that is
working, to control inflation so people can afford to do things, and
to maximize the range of choices people have, whether it is rel-
atives taking care of children, communities taking care of children,
religious organizations taking care of children, or professional insti-
tutions taking care of children. What we don’t need is a govern-
ment dominated, Washington centered system of once again trying
to impose big government socialism on the whole country, this time
in the name of taking over our children.

Thank you very much for letting me comment.

[The prepared statement of Newt Gingrich follows:]
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Written Testimony:
Former Speaker of the House Newt Gingrich to the House Budget Committee
July 20, 2022

First, thank you for inviting me to speak with you. [ am honored to return, even virtually, to the
People’s House and participate in our Great Experiment.

This committee is dealing with some the most important issues facing our country, and it has the
greatest opportunity to begin restoring an America that works for all Americans.

Let me start by saying something that may come off as harsh but needs to be said: It is a great
irony to have the government — which has been the largest single abuser of children of the last
two years — suggest that Americans should trust government to improve their children’s’ lives
and futures.

I mean that. The government-led efforts to isolate and mistreat children in response to
COVID-19; to trap them in schools that don't teach; and to eliminate the culture of work,
productivity, and hope for a better future have contributed the most widespread psychological
and academic trauma to children we have seen in modern times.

The government’s failure to deal with mental health issues in a serious way that prioritizes
patient and community welfare has led to a record number of people who are homeless. The
government’s failure to stop the illegal drug trade and the expiosion of overdoses and deaths
has led to more American deaths that the last several wars combined. It has also been the
largest single destructive force undermining and weakening children in American history.

So, to have this hearing, with that background, without a little humility about the damage our
government and bureaucracies have done is astonishing.

So, with that said. There are several things your committee could be doing to repair some of this
damage.

Let me just remind you first, as President Ronald Reagan said, the greatest social program is a
job. Work good for the family, it's good for income, and it's good for teaching young people that
when they grow up, they should expect to work.

Second, we balanced the federal budget for four straight years through a bipartisan effort —
which included President Bill Clinton — because we cared about America's future enough to
make tough choices.

Third, given the current rate of inflation, the suggestion to pile more money into the system is a
suicidal act of hubris.

Fourth, when we passed welfare reform, it was principled, work-oriented, was a systemwide
overhaul, and it worked. It worked because people went to work. Because Americans were
going to work, we saw the largest single reduction of childhood poverty in American history. And
the reforms were bipartisan. Remember, | met personally with President Clinton for months.
John Kasich worked with Democrats to get the bills written and passed. It was a totally
bipartisan effort.
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Perhaps most importantly, the ideas and work that led to successful welfare reform didn’'t come
solely out of Washington, D.C. We reached out to governors and state officials who actually
administered Washington’s welfare dictates. They told us what needed to be fixed and what
needed to be completely reworked. We didn’t tell them. This, of course, drove the Washington,
D.C. staff members crazy, but it worked. We needed to hear from the people who actually
worked in these programs on a day-to-day basis to understand how the system needed to
change.

The greatest problem Washington has today is its inability to learn what works and what fails in
the real world. This city has a passion for skipping over reality and focusing on ideology.

We are seeing it happen today as we grapple with high inflation and tumble toward a recession.
We don't have to reinvent Jimmy Carter. We know what works.

What works is balancing the budget, which we could do in five to nine years. | know this
because we did it in four years in the 1990s.

What works is having the maximum number of able-bodied Americans going to work, We should
be connecting all government aid to work, except for the most severely challenged. Further,
given advancements in technology and communication, we should reassess and update what
able-bodied means.

What works is cutting out corruption and incompetence. Consider the $20 billion dollars stolen
from the California Unemployment Fund. Some estimates suggest that nearly halif of all
pandemic aid was stolen.

What works is having strong families who have enough take-home pay to make their own
decisions about how their children are educated — and who is taking care of them. Just as we
need education freedom — which former Secretary Betsy DeVos is championing — we need
childcare freedom.

Part of childcare freedom is allowing parents to self-organize at the community level. If you have
a friend or relative who you trust to take care of your children and you want to pay them for that
service, who is the government to step in and tell you who can and can’t pay to watch your
children while you are at work? Who is the government to decide that uncle, aunt, neighbor, or
friend from church doesn’t have the appropriate degree or union membership to get paid to care
for your child during the day?

The jast thing we need is a unionized, government bureaucracy bringing the same level of
mediocrity and failure to preschool that has managed to bring too many inner-city schools.

| recently wrote a book, “Defeating Big Government Socialism: Saving America’s Future,” which
deals with many of the problems your committee faces. Writing it has informed a iot of my
thinking and | hope it will be helpful to the Committee. | have included a section from the book
on balancing the budget in my written testimony.

| thank you for the opportunity to be here, and | look forward to answering your questions.
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From “Defeating Big Government Socialism: Saving America’s Future,” Chapter 7:
Opportunity and Hope:

BUILDING A SUCCESSFUL AMERICA ON A BALANCED BUDGET

Continued reckless federal spending is a recipe for disaster for the American people. As 1
described in the preceding chapter, inflation has hit record highs and the supply chain has been
significantly disrupted. Government spending was already high due to the COVID-19 pandemic,
but the Biden administration and Big Government Socialists have prioritized spending even
more of Americans’ money. With the American Rescue Plan and the infrastructure bill, the Biden
administration has already signed into law a combined total of $3.1 trillion.* Had the Build Back
Better Act passed, this total would have climbed much higher.

President Biden has said that this multi-trillion-dollar new spending “will reduce inflation.”*® But
with fewer goods to absorb the flagrant government spending, we have a textbook definition of
what will make the already skyrocketing inflation worse. The size of the U.S. economy has not
kept pace with the amount of government spending. Today the national debt is more than $30
trillion, while the gross domestic product of the United States is $20.95 trillion.* *® In 1980
{during the Jimmy Carter administration, the last high-inflation Democrat president), the U.S.
economy was three times larger than the national debt. But today the roles have reversed. Now
the debt is bigger than the economy.

This means today’s Federal Reserve has much less room to raise interest rates to cool off the
economy. Because the debt is so large, a high interest rate would eat into federal, state, and
local budgets due to the crushing costs of servicing the debt.

When the Carter administration raised interest rates, a recession ensued. But at the time of this
writing, the Wall Street Journal reported that Americans should anticipate an oncoming hike in
interest rates. According to the newspaper on February 10, 2022:

The question facing Federal Reserve officials ahead of their policy meeting next month is
no longer whether they will raise interest rates but rather by how much. . . . The debate
still has weeks to play out but could lead officials to begin lifting interest rates from near
zero next month, with a larger half-percentage-point increase rather than the standard
quarter-percentage-point move. The Fed hasn’t raised rates by a half percentage point
since 2000.%

The American people are the ones who bear the brunt of this poor and irresponsibie federal
fiscal policy. Regardiess of the result of the March meeting, the case for balancing the budget is
urgent—and the American people agree. According to a recent poll we sponsored at the
American Majority Project and conducted by McLaughlin & Associates, 70 percent of Americans
support passing a constitutional amendment that would require that Congress pass a balanced
federal budget annually.

Diving into this further during focus groups, we found: “Support for balancing the budget is
driven by a belief that it will force Congress to set priorities, solve the root causes of problems,
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and that it is something that every family and business must do, therefore Congress should do it
as well.”®

Passing a balanced federal budget is challenging, but it’s not impossible. When | was Speaker of
the House, congressional Republicans passed the only four years of balanced budgets in our
lifetime. As a team, we made balancing the budget a priority by finding savings and passing
reforms. Our approach in the 1990s was not to be stingy with Americans’ money, but to be
smarter. We didn’t carelessly slash budgets or mindlessly continue to do “what had always been
done.” We invested in Americans and the future of our country. This approach requires
discipline and focusing on returns, outcomes, and metrics of success.

For example, we saw the benefit of the National Institutes of Health, so we set out to double its
budget. This budgetary increase led to more lives saved, as well as more money earned in the
world market, and secured American global leadership in a high salaried industry. We reformed
welfare and the telecommunications industry, which resulted in more people working, more
jobs, and more savings for taxpayers and consumers.? The results we saw from a collective and
determined focus on balancing the budget were remarkable. In 1995, when the congressional
Republican majority took office, the Congressional Budget Office’s projection for the cumulative
federal budget deficit over the next ten years was $2.7 trillion in total. But in January 1999, just
four years later, the CBO projected a $2.3 trillion federal surplus over the next ten years. In just
four years, we had turned around the financial outlook of the United States to the tune of $5
trillion.

While it is true that a lot has changed since the turn of the century, there is no reason why
Congress cannot and should not balance the budget using the same approach congressional
Republicans implemented when | was Speaker. We informed Americans in our American
Majority Project and McLaughlin & Associates poll, “The successful formula in the 1990s was to
control government spending, cut regulations, reform welfare so people had incentives to work,
and cut taxes in order to increase economic growth and increase revenues as the economy got
bigger.” We then asked, “Would you approve or disapprove of Congress using the same
economic policies now?” An overwhelming, bipartisan majority supported this approach; a total
of 73 percent of people approve of these economic policies, including 65 percent of Democrats,
71 percent of independents, and 83 percent of Republicans.?? There is a strong moral case and
political incentive for members of Congress to prioritize smarter spending. It's time Congress
listens to its constituents and balances the federal budget.
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Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you, Speaker Gingrich, for your tes-
timony.

We will now begin our question and answer session. As a re-
minder, Members may submit written questions to be answered
later in writing. Those questions and responses will be made part
of the formal hearing record. Any Members who wish to submit
questions for the record may do so by sending them electronically
to the email inbox we have established within seven days of the
hearing.

I will defer my questioning to the end, as is my habit, and I will
now recognize the gentleman from New York, Mr. Higgins, for five
minutes.

Mr. HiGGINS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you panelists
for being here.

First of all, let me say that, you know, infants had nothing to do
with the rate of inflation in America today. Every advanced econ-
omy shows that with the expansion of its population economies are
stronger and more stable, creating more opportunities for people.

What is true in America today is that 10,000 kids are born every
single day. That is 3,650,000 kids each year. Sadly, 22,000 infants
die from birth to age one in America each year. America ranks 33—
33 out of 36 advanced economies in infant deaths. Where is the
pro-life outrage? Where is the pro-life outrage? Maternal morality,
pregnancy related to death, death of a woman during pregnancy or
within one year of the end of that pregnancy, the United States is
the only industrialized nation in the word where maternal mor-
tality, maternal deaths, maternal morbidity is rising, not declining.
The United States has one of the highest maternal mortality rates
in the world. Each year 900 American women die during preg-
nancy, from the child being born to one year, attributed to com-
plications from. Where is the pro-life outrage in the face of these
statistics?

States with the strongest anti-abortion laws have the highest—
highest maternal and infant mortality rates. The strictest abortion
law, the highest the mom and infant deaths. Where is the pro-life
outrage?

Louisiana has the highest maternal deaths in America during
pregnancy. Mississippi, Alabama, Louisiana, Arkansas, Oklahoma,
Indiana, Ohio are among the top ten states with the most restric-
tive reproductive policies in America and are among the highest in
terms of infant and maternal morbidity. Where is the pro-life out-
rage?

Dr. Black, can you answer the question, where is the pro-life out-
rage in the face of these statistics that are verifiable empirically by
reliable sources, as it relates infant and maternal morbidity in
America?

Dr. BLACK. Thank you, representative, for your question.

What I would say is that we know that programs such as WIC
are very effective in reducing pre-term births, in reducing low birth
weight, and ensuring that mothers and infants are healthy at de-
livery, and also in reducing infant mortality. So having the services
that WIC provides—and they provide nutrition services, which are
targeted toward women during pregnancy and toward infants early
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in life—enable infants to develop well and prevent the catastrophes
that you have described, which are clearly an American tragedy.

So what we would like is increased availability of WIC to ensure
that the women and infants who are eligible for WIC, and those
are low-income families throughout our country, to ensure that
those who are eligible have access to services.

The other thing that WIC provides is not just food, but they also
provide counseling. So they provide education. It is very com-
plicated what are the proper foods during the times of pregnancy
and very, very early in infancy. And so WIC helps families build
healthy habits, the kinds of habits that they help families build re-
main with children throughout life. And so they are habit not only
what food to eat, but how to eat, when to eat, so we don’t eat in
terms of stress, but we eat to keep us healthy.

They also provide referrals so that when—related to lead or iron
deficiency, they provide referrals.

So thank you very much.

Mr. HIGGINS. Thank you, Dr. Black.

I will yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

Now I will yield 10 minutes to the Ranking Member, Mr. Smith.

Mr. SMITH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

These questions are for Speaker Gingrich.

Inflation is up 13.8 percent since Biden took office, real wages
are down 5.1 percent, the economy shrank by 1.6 percent last quar-
ter, and economists are predicting a recession. The Federal Reserve
has raised interest rates at the fastest pace in 40 years to combat
Biden’s inflation crisis. The rate on a 30-year mortgage has doubled
since Biden became President and we expect the Fed will raise
rates again at the end of this month.

How is the current economy and Democrats’ failure to address af-
fecting American families?

Mr. GINGRICH. You know, thank you, first of all, both for the in-
vitation to be here and for that very important question.

I think the thing which most surprises me—and as all of you
know I have been around a long time and have been involved in
this process of self-government going back to the 1970’'s—and as a
Georgian I had watched Jimmy Carter as Governor and then I
worked with him when he was President and I finally became a
Congressman—what amazes me is the inability of some people,
mostly on the left, to learn any lessons of history. Now, maybe that
is because I am a historian. But we know what causes inflation.
Inflation is too much paper money chasing too few goods and serv-
ices. We have been down this road before. The Carter years were
a nightmare.

We also know, by the way, what that does to families, what it
does to children. It is one of the most deadly things that can hap-
pen, because when the Federal Reserve tries to stop inflation using
a demand side approach, which is punishing people by cutting de-
mand, you end up in a recession. So now you have families who
don’t have a job, are using up all their savings—and as one woman
said, she couldn’t afford to pay for the gasoline to go to the four
or five stores to find the infant formula. Now, that is sort of a mul-
tiple whammy and I think your point is exactly right. The Budget
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Committee should be looking at how to control spending, it should
be looking at how to get—the level of corruption in federal govern-
ment spending is so breathtaking that it would fund every single
dream that the left has if they just could rid of the corruption. And
yet there are no serious efforts to do that.

At the same time, you have to set priorities. When we worked
with President Clinton, and it was bipartisan effort, he and I met
I think for 35 days hammering out a real balanced budget. The
only four real balanced budgets in your lifetime. We understood we
had to make tough choices. But here is a simple formula, you ei-
ther force the American family to make tough choices because their
politicians don’t have the guts to solve problems, or you make the
government have tough choices to liberate the American family.

I think you are exactly on target. I can’t imagine a dumber mo-
ment to increase federal spending than in the middle of an infla-
tionary crisis.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, to follow on that, the Build Back Better
bill that sits over in the Senate right now was green lit by Demo-
crats on this Committee. It spent over $5 trillion and would have
increased taxes by $1.5 trillion and it would have added $3 trillion
to the debt. And while the Democrats continue to try and bring this
bill back from the dead, where would the country and the economy
be right now had Democrats succeeded in enacting that additional
level of $5 trillion in spending.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, let me go back to this idea that it is so hard
to get some people to learn anything. We were at 1.4 percent infla-
tion at the end of the Trump Administration. We were at a dra-
matically lower price of gas, and in fact a lower price than Presi-
dent Obama had said that was possible, we were energy inde-
pendent. These things were not accidents. We were also locking up
criminals and we were controlling the Southern Border. None of
these things were accidents.

So to your point, I have always said that “build back poorer”
would be a much more accurate title for that bill, because what it
is going to do is it is going to lower the net take home pay of indi-
viduals.

And, by the way, one of the groups—this is a hearing about chil-
dren, but one of the groups that is really being hammered by infla-
tion are senior citizens. If you are on a fixed income and you are
going to get say a 4 or 5 percent cost of living increase, but the real
cost of living, as you pointed out, has gone up over 13 percent while
Biden was president, you are losing ground if you are also in the
middle of a declining stock market, you are watching your 401K
shrink at the very time that you need because you can’t afford the
inflation. In a lot of cases, people can’t afford to buy the necessities.

And I think we really undervalue how big a threat inflation is
to every single working American and every retired American. And
that is one of the things that your Committee should be really
heavily focused on.

Mr. SmiTH. You know, during your speakership, Congress en-
acted welfare reforms that encouraged adults receiving assistance
to seek or find gainful employment. Similarly, the 1997 Taxpayer
Relief Act established a child tax credit. In the American Rescue
Plan Act Democrats dismantled the child tax credit, they removed
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work requirements, and turned the credit into a monthly stipend.
As a consequence, the labor force recovered just 1.6 million workers
in 2021. After the Democrat child tax credit plan went away, 1.7
million Americans returned to the labor force in just the first two
months—just the first two months of 2022.

What does the success of efforts you helped initiate, as well as
the fallout from policies our Democrat colleagues initiated, tell us
about what sort of policies are and are not successful in helping
families? And why when enacting these sorts of family supports did
you tie them to income and work?

Mr. GINGRICH. You know, Art Laffer, the great economist who
helped develop supply side economics, always said you get more of
what you pay for and you get less of what you tax. So if you really
want to give people money to do nothing, a lot of people will learn
to do nothing. If you really want to tax people because they go to
work, a lot of people will learn not to go to work.

Again, these are simple lessons of historical fact. It is a fact that
if you have—and I think you should go through the entire federal
program and every place where somebody gets money, they should
work for it. There is no reason why people who are able bodied
should be indolent and should be handed a check to do nothing or
given food stamps to do nothing. And I think it is very important
to reestablish a work ethic.

When we worked on the welfare reform bill, and again it was a
bipartisan program, President Clinton signed it. And I think people
forget that the Clinton-Gingrich reforms, every single one of them,
was bipartisan. It had to be. He had a Republican Congress, a
Democratic President. And when we worked on it, we were very
close to the Governors, particularly Governor Thompson in Wis-
consin and Governor Engler in Michigan, and Governor Allen in
Virginia. They had been experimenting on limited approvals with
getting people to go back to work. And what we did was we looked
at a firm America Works, which is a remarkable firm in New York
City, actually created by Mario Cuomo when he was Governor. And
America Works had a program of helping hardcore unemployed
learn the basics, how to get up in the morning, how do you get
dressed, how do you get to the bus stop—all these things that peo-
ple don’t automatically know. Well, we took the lessons of America
Works and we applied it to—every welfare office in America be-
came an employment office and people followed the incentives. You
would have a shocking improvement in the economy and a shock-
ing improvement in small businesses almost overnight by simply
requiring that people had to work to get resources from the federal
government—almost instantaneous turnaround.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. Speaker, our Democrat colleagues, they argue
their child tax credit plan cut child poverty in half. Yet researchers
at the University of Chicago and the University of Notre Dame
have determined that child poverty in fact declined by just 9 per-
cent from its peak but—in October 2021 to December 2021. Further
the average child poverty rate since the expiration of the monthly
child tax credit payments is lower than the average child poverty
rate while the monthly payments were in place.

So, based on your time and work on welfare reform, what do you
think is the best way for government to address child poverty?
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Mr. GINGRICH. Well, I think first of all, to re-bond the family, to
help the mother and father get jobs, to take out all of the anti-fam-
ily provisions that are in welfare, and to take out the anti-work
provisions. The key is to find a way for people to rise so they never
go off a cliff of losing so many government subsidies that it is now
worth their while to go to work. If you do that—I will just close
with this, the reason it matters to get people to go to work is in
the long run. You know, every child can learn that work is legiti-
mate, it is authentic, and it is a key part of their life if they are
going to rise into a better future.

Mr. SmiTH. Thank you.

I yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentlewoman from California, Ms. Lee, for
five minutes.

Ms. LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

First of all, let me take a moment of personal privilege and to
say to Speaker Gingrich, I don’t know if you remember, but you
swore me in 1998. My predecessor was Ron Dellums and you and
Ron were very close friends, even though he totally disagreed with
you on every issue, including welfare reform. But it is good to see
you and thank you for being here.

A couple of questions I would like to ask yourself and Dr.
Hoynes.

You know, I lived in Great Britain for two years. I lived in Lon-
don—well, I lived outside of London but my son was born in Lon-
don and what I learned then—and this was in the day—was that
there was much more support for children and families than in the
United States in Great Britain. Even myself as someone who was
not a citizen of Great Britain, I found it more supportive of myself
and my family. So some other countries, especially in Europe, have
more comprehensive policies that support children from birth
through early life.

What do we see in terms of the differences between the United
States and countries with those kinds of systems in terms of long-
term economic outcome? And are there any policies that—I will use
Great Britain for example, but any country in Europe that are
more pro-life than ours?

]})lr. Hoynes, maybe I will ask you first and then Speaker Ging-
rich.

Dr. HoyNES. Thank you very much, Representative Lee, for that
question.

So if you would look at my testimony that I submitted in advance
of the hearing, you will see some data to kind of illustrate the point
that you make and to show the United Kingdom compared to the
United States and also more broadly across many dozens of ad-
vanced economies. And what you see from that data is that the
United States, as a share of GDP, spends a very small amount on
benefits for families with children. I think there is one or two coun-
tries that spend less than we do in this comparison of advanced
economies.

And what you also see is that we have kind of perpetually a
much higher rate of child poverty. And interestingly, though not
part of your question, this not true across the board in terms of
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spending in all categories in the United States. If you look at
spending on elders, for example, the United States is kind of on par
with other industrialized countries. And, in fact, in some cases
spends quite a bit more as a share of GDP, mostly because of our
very high health expenditures.

So we spend less and we get less. We have higher poverty rates
and child poverty rates in particular. And the research that I sum-
marized shows that that has profound implications on the trajec-
tory of that generation of children.

And so what we see is greater rates of poverty and greater rates
of inequality more generally in our society because of spending less,
particularly focused on children, and even more particularly on
children before school years is where we are really an outlier in
terms of less investment in the face of very high rates of return on
that investment that we have seen in many studies.

Ms. LEE. Thank you.

Speaker Gingrich, of course the pro-life policies that I have expe-
rienced in England versus here in the United States.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, look, I think the British coming out of World
War 11, did a pretty decent job of organizing entry level healthcare.
And, you know, for example, I favor community health centers, 1
favor enabling doctors who are willing to provide all sorts of serv-
ices voluntarily. There are a number of voluntary clinics around
the country that do a good job. What the British couldn’t do was
manage both that entry level and then manage the more sophisti-
cated and more difficult so that, for example, women who have
breast cancer have a much worse future in Britain than they do in
the United States.

But I do think there are things you can learn. One of the chal-
lenges is cultural. How do we get everybody—if you make it avail-
able, how do we get people to take advantage of it? And there was
a center in Memphis that was totally free but couldn’t get people
to come to it. They didn’t fit who they were and how they operated
for what they wanted to do.

So part of this is understanding we have a very deep challenge
in America with cultures of poverty which is now compounded be-
cause they are also become cultures of drug use and cultures of sui-
cide. I mean I think it is a huge problem for this country.

Ms. LEE. As well as racism and racial inequities.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And I might have a second question
when we finish.

Thank you.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentlewoman’s time has expired.

I now welcome our newest Member, Mr. Moore, and recognize
him for five minutes.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, chair, and ranking member for the very
warm welcome. I appreciate that. I am thrilled to be here for my
first Budget Committee meeting.

And, as mentioned too, I am the father of four boys, nine and
under. So my wife and I are very much in the thick of early child-
hood development.

And I want to give an example to try to put a little bit of context
to what we are talking about today. While I would never admit to
which one is my favorite, especially on the congressional record, we
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have put an enormous amount of extra special attention on Winnie.
Winnie is a 6-year old with autism spectrum disorder. And he just
finished his first year of kindergarten at a traditional kindergarten
where he was allowed to have an aid come in and help. And we
have been giving him gobs and gobs of resources from the very
start when we recognized that there was going to be a develop-
mental delay. And I come from one of the most conservative states
in the nation. I come from the state with the strongest economy,
and I come from the state that gets criticized for what are they
doing, not spending enough on education and early childhood. We
have been so fortunate to take advantage of many programs that
my state, my very conservative state, does have a part of. And I
laud and I am very appreciative of our state legislature for always
being able to balance where we would—you know, how we handle
this. I look at the success that we have had, and we are very ex-
cited about the future holds for Winnie.

But the point that I am trying to make, and I want to do it in
the most sincere way possible, is that there are times where we
need flexible spending our family finances to be able to go and ad-
dress issues that come up. And my siblings, none of them have this
issue, none of them has a child that had these particular types of
needs. They had other issues. We have to have flexible spending
and an opportunity—when you want to call it disposable income,
whatever you want to call it, we need to be able to have that in
our individual families.

So we empower families. I love what Speaker Gingrich said
about empowering families over empowering government. And that
is the part that I am most frustrated with. I voted against the $1.9
trillion American Rescue Plan because for that exact reason, is I
don’t believe that it empowers families and it empowers us to be
able to make decisions.

And as I look at what the outcomes have come in the last 18
months where we have seen record inflation and decreasing real
wages, that will limit the family’s ability to address some of these
issues. And, again—and I am admitting that there are many pro-
grams that my very conservative state has put in place that have
helped. And I have been a part of it. But there is a balance here
and we cannot allow our economy to get to a point where we are
having runaway inflation that will limit individual families being
able to go and address this issue.

Speaker Gingrich, you have already talked about how family fi-
nances, federal deficit spending, and everything can be a problem.
There are two other things that I wanted to get a chance to ask
you about. And that is the work requirements in welfare programs
and then the budget process in Congress. And I just wanted to give
the time to you for the next couple of minutes. Do you have any
thoughts—I am a big fan of what you accomplished when you
were—in the 1990’s and what you were able to do in a bipartisan
way. I have put together a task force that provides some of these
recommendations. Would you offer any other ideas to this group on
fixing our budget process and/or addressing how important is the
work requirement into welfare programs?

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, first of all, let me thank you for your very
personal testimony, which I found very moving. And I think it is
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important that people realize that we are not just talking about ab-
stract public policy, but we are talking about real families and real
children and real situations. And I think you helped with that com-
ment.

I will just stay two quick things in the time that we have avail-
able. One, and this will shock some of you, but I actually agree
with the approach of listen, learn, help, and lead. If I could get any
one thing across the Congress—because remember, every single re-
form that we passed in 4 years had to be signed by Bill Clinton.
We had to be bipartisan. And every single reform Bill Clinton was
going to get to sign had to be passed by a Republican Congress. So
we had a vested interest in listening to each other. And I would
start there. There is more than enough ground I think for people
to find an opportunity to be positive in creating in way that is good
for America.

Second, I really do believe—and I can’t say this too strongly—you
need to look at balancing the federal budget as a big project, not
a series of little projects. The corruption opportunity is so stag-
gering, there is so much out there. And that money could all be ei-
ther going back to the taxpayer as a tax cut or it could be going
to new programs or there could be some way to divide it. But the
fact that the Congress doesn’t take seriously the theft—literally
theft of billions and billions of dollars I think is a major lost oppor-
tunity, both in funding programs that matter and in getting back
toward a balanced budget.

Thank you for your question.

Mr. MOORE. Thank you, Chair.

I yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Scott, for five
minutes.

Mr. Scort. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And appreciate the oppor-
tunity to participate.

I just want to make one quick comment about the problem of in-
flation. This is a global problem. They expect—if you look at the
Euro Zone, they have worse inflation than we do. They expect 11
percent inflation in Great Britain by October. There is nothing we
did here in America to create global inflation. It exists and we have
to deal with it.

What we are doing is a three-prong approach. One, putting
money into people’s pockets so that they can pay the higher prices.
We did that with the Rescue Plan with the stimulus checks, earned
income tax credit, the child tax credit, and others. We are improv-
ing the supply chain to get more goods to the shelves to make sure
they are not stuck out in the Long Beach Harbor. We have made
investments to Hampton Roads Harbor. Hampton Roads ports have
gotten funds from the infrastructure bill. And we are putting more
people to work in training them, childcare, job training to make
sure that we can more productive. We are dealing with inflation.

My fear is that if we do some of the things that are suggested
to squeeze the American economy with much higher interest rates,
we may put us into a recession and still not do anything about the
global inflation.
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Dr. Black, you mentioned that WIC was based on science. You
know, you suggest that like there was some other way to make de-
cisions on WIC. Can you just make a quick comment about why
science is important and not slogans and sound bites?

Dr. BLACK. Thank you. I appreciate it. Thank you, representa-
tive, I appreciate your question.

Yes, WIC is very clearly based on science. It is based on the
science that we know that during their pregnancy women need to
have healthy food and they need to have their healthcare looked
after. And the benefit of that is not only to the women, but it is
to the infant. And we know that infants who are born healthy, who
are born at term, who are born at an appropriate birth weight have
the best chance to not only live during the first year of life, but
they have the best chance to prosper and live throughout life. So
WIC is—

Mr. ScoTT. And these benefits are not just healthcare costs but
also education and other measurable outcomes?

Dr. BLACK. Thank you. Absolutely. They are comprehensive. So
they benefit children’s education and actually followed through you
can find benefits that prevent non communicable diseases, as WIC
helps children build healthy habits. So the healthy habits include
dietary habits and, for those who go to early childcare, they are
also physical activity habits. The habits that we build very early
in life stay with us and that is why WIC is laser focused on those
very early years.

Mr. Scort. Thank you.

Mr. Malik, one of the problems with some of these good cost ef-
fective programs is that the costs are paid by one agency, like a
city doing a city jobs program, and the benefits accrue to other
agencies, like a state department of corrections, in lower costs. Do
you have a way of dealing with that?

Mr. MALIK. Thank you, Congressman.

I think your bottom point is worth echoing, which is we know we
have a lot of fantastic educational and health benefits that derive
from investments in early childcare and early education. The thing
that it is worth stating for the record here is that we all benefit
from the investments in education, as we know through our long
standing public education system. And when those services are ex-
tended to more families with babies, toddlers, and preschoolers,
they are even compounding and rippling benefits through the econ-
omy in the near-term, in terms of parents being able to work, go
and get further education, pursue opportunities that they might
not have if they didn’t have the stable, reliable childcare.

But there is also of course long-term, long run benefits for those
kids as they are more likely to graduate high school, go on to col-
lege, have less contact with the criminal justice system.

Mr. ScoTT. I don’t mean to cut you off, but I am trying to get
another comment in quickly about the deficit, because the Speaker
has talked about the importance of the deficit.

The fact is that every Democratic administration since Kennedy
has improved the deficit under their administration. Every Repub-
lican president has left office with a worse deficit situation. And my
recollection on the Clinton-Gingrich budget was that when the vote
was taken, when Marjorie Margolies-Mezvinsky cast the 218th
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vote, the Republicans waved bye-bye Marjorie, did not produce a
single Republican vote on that bill. And, in fact, two years later
when the bill—when Speaker became Speaker, the government was
shut down because President Clinton didn’t want to dismantle his
budget. And when the bipartisan vote finally occurred, the deficit
had essentially been eliminated.

So I think we need to talk about the importance of the deficit
and give credit where credit is due.

Thank you.

I yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you. I hate to cutoff the other chair-
man, but I need to do it. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Wisconsin, Mr. Grothman,
for five minutes.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Thank you. I have a lot of comments here.

First of all, the Chairman says that over the last three decades
things have gotten worse. I will point out that at least in Wisconsin
in the last three decades the age at which children are cared for
by the state continually drops. And I am assuming—I mean half
the five year old kindergarten was the norm 30 years ago, now I
think it is like four year old is the norm. I am sure we have more
childcare subsidies as well. So if the answer is more early child-
hood, I mean these test scores of American education would not
have been falling for the last three decades.

Second, I am somewhat stunned that we have three experts here
talking about what we can do to help children in their early child-
hood years and they don’t address any of their speaking to the fact
that the easiest way to stay out of poverty is to encourage mar-
riage. Instead they cite the same old programs, which if anything
discourage marriage because things like the earned income tax
credit—you know, if you are not married, you are going to get more
money. I don’t think that is a particularly good thing. I think the
best thing to do would be to change the culture and go back to the
pre-Great Society years when presumably we had better test scores
and we would have better outcome for the children. Lately we have
politicians standing with groups like Black Lives Matter. And I re-
alize this is a diverse group, but their founders claim to want to
get rid of the traditional nuclear family, you know. And I think you
should, rather than support that type of thinking, I think you
would do a better job of spending some of your time encouraging
people to get involved in a traditional families.

Third, the Chairman here talks about the poor moms who are
sitting at home and wishing they would go to work. That is not
true. I am looking at the study that you cite and I see group in
things like women who don’t have kids at home, many of them
want to work, but despite the overwhelming social pressure to an-
swer the questions that I wish I was working, the majority of
women with children under age 18 would prefer to be homemakers,
they would prefer to stay at home. And that is before you—and
that is children under age 18. I wonder what would happen if Gal-
lup included that question for children under age five. I mean then
I bet it would be overwhelmingly that women would rather be stay-
ing at home.
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And I will point out that I think whenever you question Gallup
or other things, there is a temptation to act politically correctly. I
am sure if you were a mom and asked these questions living, let
us say, in a hotbed of intolerance, like Berkeley, California or
Madison, Wisconsin, the pressure must be overwhelming to say I
would rather work. But despite the pressure, the society pressures
they would rather be working, the majority of women still say they
would rather be at home.

Next, if we look at studies on preschool, look at the famous
Brookings Institution study, a liberal group, they could find no dis-
cernible benefit for Head Start. Now, of course, being a liberal
group I think they felt the answer is to spend more money on Head
Start, you know, things to that degree. But that is interesting,
which—and also look at the studies put out by a conservative
group, like Heritage Foundation, that would indicate that early
childhood is not a benefit.

Next thing I would point out is that when you increase these
early childhood programs, sometimes what you do is you take chil-
dren away from a family type situation which they are cared for
by the aunt or by the grandparents and again shift them to strang-
ers. I don’t think there is anything wrong with having children
raised by a grandparent or an aunt, or something like that. But
that is inevitably what will happen as you flood more money into
these so called free childcare programs.

And I guess my final comment, I in general don’t quote com-
munists. But I guess that is it. I will give back my final 45 seconds
to my Chairman.

But there are some——

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman yields back the balance of
his time. We appreciate that.

I now recognize the gentlewoman from the U.S. Virgin Islands,
Ms. Plaskett, for five minutes.

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. And thank you to you
and the Ranking Member for convening this hearing.

I wanted to ask some questions because I do believe that sup-
porting children and making the appropriate investment yields out-
comes that are economic and financial in nature for our country,
saves us money over a protracted period of time.

In the Virgin Islands, according to Kids Count, which is a survey
that is done, childhood poverty in my district of the U.S. Virgin Is-
lands is approximately 30 percent, which is significantly higher
than the national average of 16 percent.

I wanted to ask the witnesses that are here, in their expert opin-
ion and their learned opinion, what policy should the federal gov-
ernment be pursuing to tackle childhood poverty in areas with ex-
tremely high rates, such as the U.S. Virgin Islands. Are there
mechanisms that the federal government can use to jump start and
eliminate child poverty in those areas to bring it at least in parity
with the rest of the United States?

Anyone?

Dr. HOYNES. I would be happy to take that on. If you will indulge
me a very small personal note. I happen to have a connection to
St. John in the U.S. Virgin Islands. I am delighted to be able to
have this
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Ms. PLASKETT. Love City, as we call it.

Dr. HOYNES. Exactly. So it is great to see you, Representative
Plaskett.

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you.

Dr. HOYNES. So the numbers for the U.S. Virgin Islands in your
district, that is very high and much higher than the national aver-
age. And your point that we have demonstrated evidence that
spending more in terms of these programs targeted at children are
going to yield important returns in the long run that will then
transform those poverty rates in the next generation to be lower,
that is the operating premise that comes out of what is now an ex-
tensive body of research.

So if I were to start to say what should we do more of in order
to get that 30 percent down, I think I would turn to what we saw
in 2021. And I would be interested to see what the projections are
for the reductions in child poverty in your district from the expan-
sion of the child tax credit in 2021. Because what we saw from that
expansion was essentially the largest reduction in child poverty—
the numbers for 2021 are not out yet, so we are still in the world
of doing more predictions than having the full census data, which
will be released in the fall. But what we know from the available
evidence thus far is that that reduction in poverty is greater than
anything, any single act, any single policy change that we have en-
gaged in in the United States since we started measuring poverty
in the early 1960’s.

And to get back to some of the comments that have been raised
in the earlier conversation, a critical thing about the child tax cred-
it, it ticks a couple of boxes that have come up. Representative
Moore talked about the importance of flexible spending. The tax
1child tax credit provided resources that were very flexible for fami-
ies.

No. 2, what we know about—you know, I am an economist, we
study both the benefits of programs and the costs of programs and
we talk about tradeoffs of benefits and costs. And when we provide
assistance to families we need to quantify, we need to build into
the costs, the effects that they might have on employment and
earnings decisions. And the powerful thing about the 2021 expan-
sion of the child tax credit is it made work versus no work on par-
ity. If you were working, you got the child tax credit, if your hours
were cut, you still got the child tax credit, until your earnings
were, you know, up to way beyond the median in the United
States, you still got the child tax credit. That is the power of a safe-
ty net.

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you.

Another question I had related to children is with regard to
schools. In July the Virgin Islands board of education released a re-
port on schools in the Virgin Islands, which found significant envi-
ronmental, health, and fire deficiencies. Indeed, the Virgin Islands
fire service even stated that numerous schools are so unfit for the
purpose that they should be demolished.

Can any of the witnesses speak to the impact of unsafe,
unhealthy, or unfit schools have on childhood education or child de-
velopment? And what the protracted outcome of that is on society?

Dr. BLACK. Thank you very much for your question.
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Children benefit by having an environment that is safe, that is
predictable. Having a school as you described would be frightening
not only to children, but also to their families. Families look to
schools to protect children, to help children learn, and to ensure
their safety. So investing not only in the structure of schools, but
the hygienic aspect of schools, along with ensuring that the teach-
ers are supported in schools. It is unhealthy for teachers to be sur-
rounded by an environment that is not respectful. So I would think
that a more comprehensive approach to education that looked at
the environment, that looked at the security, looked at the safety,
looked at the support teachers, and of course had a curriculum that
was designed for the children, would ensure confidence in the edu-
cation system for all involved.

Thank you.

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, for the ability to question
the witnesses for this really important discussion on investing in
our future through our children.

Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you.

The gentlewoman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Texas, Dr. Burgess, for five
minutes.

Dr. BURGESS. I thank the Chair. And, Speaker Gingrich, it is
good to have you in Committee again, even if it is only virtually.
We always appreciate what you have to say. And this time you did
not disappoint. You gave me a new term, “suicide by hubris”, and
I think that is one that we all ought to incorporate into our discus-
sion.

You know, I am struck by the fact that it is probably too late to
do anything to save this Congress. I hope it is not too late to do
anything to save this Administration. But Speaker Gingrich gives
us some important food for thought as we approach the next Con-
gress that if nothing else we shouldn’t be wasting money.

Now, Dr. Hoynes has pointed out the earned income tax credit
is of value. You lower the incidents of low birth weight infants with
the earned income tax credit, you improve test scores of children,
and the increased probability of someone completing high school.
All of those are good things. But then according to the IRS’s own
website, 21 to 26 percent of EITC payments are improper pay-
ments. Now, it is not to say fraud, but improper payments. They
even suggest that maybe it is the complexity of filing for EITC that
leads to those improper payments.

But I guess, Mr. Speaker, my question to you is do you think in
the next Congress the type of oversight from this Budget Com-
mittee to really drill down on where these improper payments are
and why they are occurring—and, look, we could boost the EITC
budget by 25 percent if we just paid for things that actually
mattered.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, Congressman Burgess, first of all, thank
you. It is always good to be here and I appreciate the question.

Let me go back to what I thought was the very heartfelt ques-
tions of the representative from the Virgin Islands, because if you
have a community of poverty, it is very hard to help the children
get out of poverty since by the time they become adults they are
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still trapped in a community of poverty. And we know there are
steps you can take that can dramatically transform it, but it has
to be holistic. It has to approach the safety issue, it has to ap-
proach infrastructure, it has to approach the kind of incentives
needed to create jobs so that a community of poverty ends up as
a community of opportunity.

Now, let me apply that to your question. Now, I am fascinated
that California lost $20 billion in unemployment allocation, appar-
ently, from the district attorney who I interviewed for one of my
podcasts, largely to criminals in the California prisons using the
California prison computers for identity theft. Now, north of Cali-
fornia, Washington State lost about $600 million, apparently large-
ly to Nigerians who were operating out of places like Lagos, using
again identity theft.

If you take every requirement that makes the Virgin Islands a
flourishing paradise in the Caribbean, it is probably less than 10
percent of what was stolen by criminals in California, let alone
across the whole country.

So I would hope that the process of looking at fraud, theft, which
by the way really affects Medicaid and Medicare in some states,
the process of looking at why does the system not work correctly,
I would hope that this would be a major part of this Committee’s
assignment next year. And I think you will be shocked at how
much money you can liberate and you can take away from crimi-
nals and return back to the purposes they are for, either to cut
taxes or to pay for necessary programs.

Dr. BURGESS. So, Mr. Speaker, when you have the Center for
Health Transformation—one of your scholars there, Jim Frogue,
has written what I consider the basic book that ever Member of
Congress ought to become familiar with, “Stop Paying the Crooks”,
which dealt with the inappropriate, improper payments in Med-
icaid. And I think you are exactly right. And the oversight func-
tions of, yes, our committees on energy and commerce, but in par-
ticular our Budget Committees. And pay attention to the Chief Fi-
nancial Officers’ Act that was passed back in 1990. We need to use
those parameters to be able to stop paying for things that we
shouldn’t pay for and allow those dollars to be used for what they
were intended, what Congress passed the laws in the first place.

So I thank the Speaker for participating in our hearing. I look
forward to working with you next year when we actually have a
chance to perhaps positively affect some of these things.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentlewoman from Texas, Ms. Jackson Lee,
for five minutes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for this very im-
portant hearing. And certainly it is a pleasure to be able to see the
Former Speaker, who I had the privilege of working with. And, as
the Speaker knows, we certainly had disagreements, but it is ap-
propriate to show respect. And to the other witnesses that are here,
thank you for your presence as well.

We understand that this hearing is important because we are ex-
amining the practical impact of our budgetary actions on children
and families who must always remain a top priority in everything
that the Congress does. The Supreme Court’s recent ruling in
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Dobbs amplifies the urgency of these issues. The Court and my col-
leagues across the aisle who are supposed to be pro-life must now
show Americans and support Americans through every stage of life.

But let me wake them up. In the year 2020 the United States
census released an official supplemental poverty measure report
showing that 11.6 million American children were living in poverty.
These 11.6 million children constituted roughly 16 percent of Amer-
ican children. There is no real desire among my friends on the
other side of aisle to make real on their commitment and thought
about our children. And so it begs the question as to whether or
not we could even have a serious discussion.

I want to make sure that we do have a serious discussion and
for that reason I want to pose these questions to our witnesses that
we have here today.

Let me ask Dr. Hoynes about this whole idea of how we can save
children when we embrace family support programs in our budget,
including childcare, school nutrition programs, and how much in-
vestment really turns out into because we are actively investing, if
you will, in a future life for these children.

Dr. Hoynes, can you help us with that?

Dr. HOYNES. Yes. Thank you very much for this important ques-
tion.

So what we know, which has now really emerged in a decade of
broad based research and social science, is that providing more food
nutrition programs, both from WIC, as Dr. Black has talked about,
as well as through SNAP, which I have studied extensively, as well
as school meals, that these programs are extremely important in
building a foundation for future economic and health success
among our children.

And in particular the work that I have done on SNAP shows that
the years in particular up to age five, perhaps because school meals
kick in once kids are in kindergarten—we don’t really know for
sure—but that those years are particularly sensitive years for gen-
erating a good foundation for children and a good foundation that
yields a broad range of improved outcomes into adulthood. And
these outcomes take some time to emerge. You now, we have got
a little bit of data when the kids are in school on test scores, but
really the data starts to become much more available once we have
completed education, high school, college going, labor market con-
nections, as well as kind of health in adulthood.

So that is sort of the basic formula that we see emerging from
the research on food and nutrition programs.

We also find that programs that are a bit less targeted, not in
kind, so the earned income tax credit, as well as some evidence on
the available——

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I want to thank you, Doctor. I would like to
pursue that with our other witness, Dr. Black. Thank you so very
much.

We know that there are millions of Americans who face food in-
security every day. Dr. Black, you deal with nutritious food, but I
also want you to stretch a little bit to give the impact of the child
tax credit that the American Rescue Plan provided a lifeline during
the pandemic when really there was a mountain of unemployment
frustration, depression, what to do with our children. Can you just
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quickly respond to the importance of fighting against food insecu-
rity? Remember the backdrop of President Reagan, who made
ketchup a vegetable. Can you quickly do that? I know our time is
short.

Dr. BrACK. Yes. Thank you. I appreciate the question. It is such
an important issue.

Food insecurity beats at the heart of American children. What
families do in order to assuage hunger is that they give children
low-cost food that is very low in vitamins and minerals and very,
very unhealthy for children. So these are food like—without nam-
ing a product—things like noodles. So they fill you up, but they eat
away really at your health. I am part of a group called Children’s
HealthWatch that studies food insecurity and strategies to reduce
food insecurity throughout the country. This is a major, major prob-
lem in our country that during the time of early brain development
that we really cannot afford not to invest. The cost of not investing
in these children we will all as a country pay for.

Thank you.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, thank you very much. And I
am glad we are on the side of investing in our children.

I yield back, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you so very much.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Good, for five
minutes.

Mr. Goop. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you, Speaker
Gingrich, for joining us. I would like you to take my whole five
minutes and just tell us everything we are doing wrong in Con-
gress and everything you would do differently if you were still the
Speaker.

And I am only half kidding, so I will give you a few moments to
expound upon that, but thank you for joining us.

You know, we have spent, as you know better than anybody, tril-
lions of dollars—trillions of dollars over the last 60 years in the
name of the great war on poverty with very little to show for it in
terms of tangible results in making a difference in the lives of
those some would report to desire to help. And this is coming from
someone who—I grew up on food stamps, I grew up with free
school lunch back when you were one of few in your school. I grew
up in an inner city school system where I was one of the few kids
on school lunch. I grew up with groceries left on my porch from
other families who took a benevolent interest in my family. I grew
up without a car and had to walk everywhere—you know, our fam-
ily did. I had to work and pay my own way through school. But
what we have done, as you know, with all the spending is very lit-
tle to show for it other than hiring bureaucrats, growing the na-
tional debt, expanding the culture of dependency.

But a shining moment for us, as you well know, was the 1996
welfare reform law that you spearheaded, which replaced the open
ended Aid to Families with Dependent Children with the Tem-
porary Assistance for Needy Families, or TANF. Can you tell us
about the work on that and the results of that? Can you hear me,
Mr. Speaker?
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Mr. GINGRICH. First of all, thank you very much for the oppor-
tunity.

Welfare reform began in 1965 when Governor—then candidate
Ronald Reagan running for Governor first came up with the idea
that we ought to return to a work oriented welfare system. There
were various experiments, the efforts to get things done. It was
very, very hard to get it through the Congress, as it was organized
prior to 1994. But there were occasional opportunities—exemptions
offered by mostly HHS, the Health and Human Services. And peo-
ple like Tommy Thompson in Wisconsin and John Engler in Michi-
gan and George Allen in Virginia began to take advantage of that
and they began to notice that if you emphasized work, to pull your
program around work, that you had all sorts of second and third
order effects. At the same time we went and studied—I personally
went to New York and studied America Works, which was a long-
term recovery program sponsored by Mario Cuomo in the 1980’s
and which had developed a very specific program for taking people
who were very long-term welfare recipients and basically taking
them by the hand for six months to a year until they thoroughly
understood the work ethic, thoroughly understood how to go to
work, et cetera. Because there are a lot of complexities that those
of us who grow up in a work oriented family learn from showing
up on time, to dressing correctly, to making sure you are accurate
in giving change. I mean there are all sorts of stuff.

And so the America Works model and we took the lessons
learned at the state level—we actually asked the states to send us
their top welfare people who had been running the programs, and
then we worked with President Clinton and we gradually ham-
mered out a bill which got—Dbasically got about half the Democrats.
I think it was split like 98 yes and 98 no.

Mr. Goob. If only we could do that today.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, I think you can. You know, they didn’t vote
because they liked me, they voted because when they went back
home people back home said, yes, that is what I want. Well, every
study we had done—we were on a project called the American Ma-
jority Project, which you can see at Americanmajorityproject.com,
and the work ethic, very, very high value for the American people.
So a program that reestablished the work ethic would be impor-
tant. And that has a psychological impact on the children. I mean
if your parents do nothing all day, if they sit around waiting for
the next government check to come in, if they are totally depend-
ent, you are learning a set of habits that cripple you for the rest
of your life. And so it is very important, one, to go through the sys-
tem and take out everything which is anti-marriage, every single
incentive that encourages people not to get married and not to stay
married. And, two, to take out everything which discourages work.
You make those two changes, in the matter of a very short time,
you will have a much healthier country and you will have children
who are growing up in much healthier environments.

Mr. Goop. Thank you so much. That was the case for me. I was
taught to work hard and the value of work. And you are right, the
work ethic and supporting intact family units. Great deterrent to
poverty.

Thank you, Mr. Speaker.
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Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Nevada, Mr. Horsford, for
five minutes.

Mr. HORSFORD. Thank you so much, Mr. Chairman, for holding
this hearing and thank you to our witnesses for appearing before
the Committee.

I am also glad that we are here to emphasize the overwhelming
differences in outcomes that early childhood interventions can cre-
ate. And I want to start by saying Americans are hardworking. I
really take offense to the narrative that some are trying to frame
Americans as somehow not hardworking. This last two years has
shown that the American people are resilient, they don’t give up,
they overcome great obstacles, and they are focused on returning
to work.

I represent Nevada’s Fourth congressional District, which was
one of the most hard hit sectors with hospitality, tourism, and my
folks are going back to work. But unfortunately childcare is one of
the barriers that many people, particularly women and families in-
dicate they need more affordable quality childcare. I haven’t heard
a whole lot of emphasis around what we need to have around qual-
ity.

So I would like to talk about how these are investments. We
spent a lot of time on how much expenditures are being made.
Childcare is an investment. And, yes, I voted for the American Res-
cue Plan because it supported funding for essential support, includ-
ing childcare. Now, when the Republicans were in charge and the
former Administration was in charge, they chose to give tax cuts
to the very wealthy. That was their choice. Our choice was to in-
vest in the American people during a pandemic.

Dr. Hoynes, you made the case better than anyone that we see
benefits not only paid back over the long-term, but they are paid
back to society with significant interest. Child poverty affects all of
us, regardless of our income. Even by conservative efforts, we are
leaving $800 billion a year of economic activity on the table by al-
lowing children to continue to languish below the poverty line.

So since you discussed how the expanded child tax credit more
than pays for itself in increased economic activity, including to the
private sector, that is money that is reinvested back into local
small businesses, which we desperately support, would you be able
to explain how some of the non-direct costs society incurs by not
dealing with child poverty, such as lower potential future earnings
or shortened life expectancy?

Dr. HoYNES. Thank you for that question.

So we know that providing more resources when children are
young translates to a broad set of improvements in adulthood. And
I think the key across the studies, there is one outcome that shows
up in almost every study, and this is human capital, educational
attainment. And educational attainment is like the turnkey to get-
ting higher earnings in the labor market, which has of course di-
rect effects on the family, on the child, but as you point out, pays
back returns to the society at large. Higher earnings mean more
tax payments, higher earnings mean less transfer payments. And
so there is very direct effects that show improvements for the child
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and the family, but also important dividends, if you will, that pays
back to the society in the long run.

And T think really the one thing that we see very consistently is
human capital.

Mr. HORSFORD. Human capital. Investing in the human needs
that all of us have, and childcare is one of those needs.

Now, in 2020 the adult to child ratio in Nevada preschools was
one to 15, which means our teachers have to look after 50 percent
more children than what is recommended. This includes many of
our brave service members who are stationed in my district. This
story is far too common. Just ask some of the local constituents in
Tonopah, Nevada, where the situation has become so dire that they
have no remaining licensed childcare providers. It is one of the rea-
sons that I submitted a community project funding for a child de-
velopment center in that rural community.

Mr. Malik, could you discuss how childcare deserts are detri-
mental to child development? And what resources could be made
available to reduce the prevalence of childcare deserts?

Mr. MALIK. Yes. Thank you, Congressman.

Childcare deserts are unfortunately ubiquitous throughout this
country. The number once source of revenue for a childcare busi-
ness or a childcare provider is parental fees. And that kind of lim-
its what you can pay your teachers based on what are safe and ap-
propriate—developmentally appropriate ratios of teachers to chil-
dren. It is not safe to have one teacher trying to watch over ten
or 12 toddlers. If you have ever been around three toddlers, you
know that that is, you know, pushing it.

So, you know, what we need are—you know, the result is lower
and little income communities are vastly under supplied in the
types of—the variety of childcare options that we want to see. We
want families to have lots of choices, have lots of, you know, ways
to meet their preferences and to find quality options.

And, unfortunately, as I said in my opening statement, the num-
bers don’t work for childcare in America. We need some kind of
public investment for something that many people consider a public
good in the way that we talk about public education.

Mr. HORSFORD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know my time has
expired.

That is the type of investment I am willing to make. I wish my
colleagues would do the same.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from New York, Mr. Jacobs, for
five minutes.

Mr. JAacoBs. Thank you very much. And thank you to all the
panelists and to Speaker Gingrich for being here today. This is a
vizry critical issue for the future of our nation and our young peo-
ple.

I served for over seven years on the Buffalo school board, so kind
of a lot of my tone here will be with that experience, but certainly
it highlighted for me the significance of what you are talking about
today. I can’t recall exact statistics, but I do remember, you know,
our kindergartners and our pre-K kids coming in with a significant
number of them already needing remedial help because of the fact
that they had poor language deficiencies and the other basic build-
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ing blocks that are required for them to be able to learn to read.
And so this is a very important issue.

Mr. Malik, I just wanted to ask one question. Your testimony
about the—that the U.S. invests a small percentage of GDP in
childcare and early education, is that federal funding or in total
funding?

Mr. MALIK. I believe that is combined federal, state, and local
funding.

Mr. JacoBs. OK. Because I know, you know, we are different
than many other places in terms of the majority of our education
funding comes from state and local governments, or mostly local
governments.

And I go back to my Buffalo experience that I really disinclined
to just look at expenditures as a barometer because the Buffalo
public school system spends an awful lot of money with not very
impressive results. We spend right now probably about $30,000 per
student, and that is the public governmental funding of it. That
doesn’t touch on any of the additional outside money in terms of
nonprofit charitable work, which we have an incredible amount.

I remember vividly when I first came on the Buffalo school
board, we had recruited a new superintendent who came from
Ohio. After a couple of weeks he briefed us on his impression of the
school district and he said, you know, you really aren’t running a
school district, you are running a jobs program for adults that hap-
pens to educate every once in a while. So I think it is very, very
important on how we spend the money, that we responsibly spend
the money.

And I just wanted to leave time for Speaker Gingrich, if you
could comment a little bit more on what Congressman Good talked
about. We talk about the indicators here, the difference that cer-
tain expenditures, certain programs have on outcomes. You talk a
lot, Mr. Speaker, on incentivizing family formation, removing the
disincentives to family formation. From your research, could you
just talk a little bit about specifically the impact of not having a
two parent household, the impact of fatherlessness in communities.
And if we could work toward strengthening our families and two
parent households, what your research and experience has shown
that that—the difference that would have on outcomes and alle-
viating long-term cyclical poverty.

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, thank you for the question.

I must say hearing from someone in the Buffalo area automati-
cally for me brings back memories of Jack Kemp, who was probably
the greatest Republican advocate of rethinking how we help the
poor and how we get people to be prosperous of anybody I ever
served with. So I am delighted to have that question.

A couple of quick comments. One, if the government would sim-
ply measure outcomes rather than inputs, you would have a much
better sense of what is working and what is not working and you
would have some really troubling problems, because there are
whole programs that don’t work. It is not a function of money, they
just don’t work. And there I would say I helped launch A Nation
at Risk at 1983, which was the Reagan reform on education which
said if a foreign power did to our children what we are doing to
them, we would consider it an act of war. And it hasn’t improved.
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You look at the Baltimore school system. I can’t speak to Buffalo,
but I spent a lot of time looking at the Baltimore school system.
It is tragic how much we spend and how little we get done and how
t}f}e hchildren are the ones who suffer. So I think that is a key part
of this.

I would also say if you look at Marvin Olasky’s great book, “The
Tragedy of American Compassion”, and Charles Murray’s book,
“Losing Ground”, you will get the framework of everything you
need to know. You want to make sure somebody does not end up
in poverty, have them complete high school, have them not get
married until they are out of high school, and have them get a first
job. They were almost guaranteed they will never be in poverty.
Notice the changes in culture that it requires and the fact that we
are now talking about personal responsibility and personal engage-
ment.

So thank you very much for the question.

Mr. JAcoBs. Thank you.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Mouton,
for five minutes.

Mr. MouLTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Eradicating lead in water is one of the most critical ways that
we can improve the health outcomes of our children who, when
even exposed to low levels of lead, can have permanent damage to
their central and peripheral nervous systems, learning disabilities,
shorter stature, impaired hearing, and impaired formation and
function of blood cells. This can cause lower 1Q, decreased ability
to pay attention, under performance in school.

An estimated 3.6 million American homes with at least one child
have significant lead hazards. One in 40 children—one in 40 have
lead levels that are considered unsafe. Each lead exposed child
costs an estimated $5,600 in medical and special education serv-
ices. And that is just for the times that they are a child. We are
not even talking about the lost productivity of these poor kids
throughout their entire lives.

Democrats worked to pass the bipartisan infrastructure deal,
which included more than about $40 billion to support safe drink-
ing water, including about $20 billion for safe drinking water, $15
billion for dedicated funding to replace lead pipes. Think about
that. $15 billion just to replace the pipes that are still full of lead
in our country. $12 billion to ensure clean water for communities,
$1.8 billion to protect regional waters, $135 million for additional
water improvements.

Now, Speaker Gingrich, you were in the House for 20 years.
House leadership for 10 years, a Speaker of the House for four
years, why didn’t you do anything to decrease the amount of lead
children are exposed to in their water.

Mr. GINGRICH. I think that is a great question and I think most
of us didn’t realize until Flint, Michigan what a disaster so many
of our structure systems have been and how much they need to be
replaced. And I think the information you just laid out is very pow-
erful and I agree with you. And I think one of the reasons I am
for measuring outcomes rather than inputs, and one of the reasons
I think we need, for example, that blocking corruption and return-
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ing that money to infrastructure, we clearly have public health in-
frastructure requirements that are real.

I think you will also find if you go back that we invested a lot
in trying to improve things. And, in fact, without our investments
the situation would be worse today. But I agree with your concern
and I think lead is one of those things that is so obvious and so
clear that starting with the disaster in Flint, it is surprising to me
we have not been more effective in identifying every hot spot that
needs to be fixed and having some practical, efficient way—and I
want to emphasize, practical, efficient way of getting it done, not
bureaucratic, not unionized work rules now, whatever triples the
cost. But this is a public health crisis and you are exactly right.
And I thought your statement was very powerful.

Mr. MoULTON. Thank you, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman yields back.

I now recognize the gentlewoman from Colorado, Ms. Boebert, for
five minutes.

Ms. BOEBERT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Let us just come out swinging. Democrats in Congress are a joke.
Leftist policies have led to an invasion at our Southern Border,
massive inflation, historically high gas prices, and so much more.

I serve on the Natural Resources Committee. We can’t even talk
about energy production in the Natural Resources Committee when
we have jurisdiction over this self-imposed crisis from the Biden re-
gime and, frankly, from the Natural Resources Committee for not
taking up issues on that.

But what do these politicians turn to when they realize Novem-
ber is looking like a massive red wave? They turn to the children.
Let us ignore our failed policies and talk about spending more
money and let us say it is for children so people will be OK with
it. This is disingenuous and the American people see right through
this.

You want to support American children? How about we reduce
spending and curb inflation so our families can afford new shoes
for when our children go to school? Let us implement school choice.
Teach our children to love America. Teach them our values that we
were founded on instead of squashing those and lying about them.
Let us empower parents instead of calling them domestic terrorists
when they show up and have an opinion or question about what
their child is being taught in our schools?

But this hearing is about Democrats’ desire to spend more money
that we don’t have. Frankly, just printing money at this point. Let
us take a look at the track record of how their spending agenda has
worked so far—9.1 percent inflation and one of my most favorite
seemingly prophetic publications, the Babylon Bee, says that dec-
imal point may be in the wrong place, it might be actually 91 per-
cent inflation. Energy is at 60.6 percent inflation and fuel is at 98.5
percent inflation. The average American family with two working
parents has lost $6,800 in annual income since Joe Biden took of-
fice. And yet all leftists on this Committee and throughout Con-
gress want to do is spend money and pretend to be handcuffed for
attention.

Speaker Gingrich, I have a question for you.
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Under your leadership, Congress passed welfare reform, the first
balanced budget amendment in a generation, and the first tax cut
in 16 years. Under Pelosi and Joe Biden inflation and interest
rates are up while wages are down. Now, Mr. Speaker, do you be-
lieve that these Democrat policies will make it more or less likely
for our children and families to experience a recession in the near
future?

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, look, I think it is pretty clear that—and it
is sort of an irony according to this particular hearing that the very
policies of inflation, extraordinarily high gasoline and diesel fuel
prices, rising cost of food, all of these policies are going to drive
more children into poverty. The objective fact is that the policies
that the Biden-Pelosi-Schumer team have followed don’t work. I
just recently wrote a book called “Defeating Big Government So-
cialism” in which I outline that these aren’t accidents, these are
policies. They believe in high gasoline prices, they believe in high
diesel fuel prices, high heating oil prices, they oppose the American
oil industry and the American gas industry. That is why Biden
won’t go to Texas or Oklahoma or your state of Colorado or western
Pennsylvania, but he will go to Saudi Arabia. It is crazy.

So if you really want to deal with children in poverty, get the
economy growing, stop the inflation, cut taxes, make sure people
have take home pay.

I mean you are exactly right. I thought actually you were being
pretty darn effective just now. This is an impossible situation for
the left to deal with and I can tell you, having lived through the
Carter years and watched Carter’s presidency disintegrate under
the combination of a recession and inflation and energy crisis, you
know, Reagan beat Carter by the biggest electoral vote margin of
any incumbent president in modern history. And in the process we
won the Senate for the first time since 1954.

This year I think the American people are going to walk in that
ballot box and they are going to think, I really want more of this.
And if you really want to care about children, you have to make
sure that children’s families have enough money that they can af-
ford to have a decent life, that they can afford to do the things nec-
essary. And, frankly, it is disappointing to have a hearing like this
and not confront how much government itself has been the prob-
lem.

But thank you for asking me.

Ms. BOEBERT. Yes, Mr. Speaker. My time has expired. Thank you
so much.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentlelady’s time has expired.

I now recognize the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. Feenstra, for five
minutes.

Mr. FEENSTRA. Thank you, Chairman Yarmuth, and Ranking
Member Smith.

It is an interesting time to be here today to talk about this topic.
And I will tell you what, this topic is very important. When you
talk about access to childcare where parents are struggling right
now to find a place to bring their child, to have parents, as we just
talked about, where they don’t have the dollars to pay for childcare.

In Iowa this is real. I mean this is extremely real. And the prob-
lem is that we need workers in Iowa. We desperately need workers
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in Iowa, but what is happening is we have a parent staying at
home because they can’t afford childcare. So they have got to make
a decision, and the decision is also this, they are sitting around the
kitchen table trying to figure out how they are going to make ends
meet. Pay childcare? How do I pay for groceries, how do I pay for
gas in the car to get from point A to point B? And then we have
the situation that is not going to end. Inflation. And the family, the
parents are saying, wait a minute, how do I look at a future when
groceries are going up, when the things I need to buy are going up,
how I need to put gas in my vehicle, and there is no end in sight.
And now we have this bill, we have the Democrats continuing to
talk about more spending and more spending. They are going to
only cripple the problem that is occurring.

Now, the solution to inflation is raising interest rates. We saw
that. The Federal Reserve has done that. They increased 75 basis
points—what was it now, 5-6 weeks ago. And now they are talking
about it again, right. They are talking about it again, saying, hey,
we have to raise another 75 basis points or maybe even a full point.

So my question—and I would like to ask Speaker Gingrich about
this—so when you start increasing your interest rate, that has a
direct effect on the family budget. How does that have a direct ef-
fect? Because if they have a car payment, if they have a house pay-
ment and it is a variable interest rate, all of the sudden they are
going to be paying more.

But I want to know from the Speaker, when we have interest
that are going to continue to rise, what happens to our $30 trillion
of debt? So we have $30 trillion of debt and we have interest rates
increasing. That means the short-term and long-term interest rates
are—or I should say bond yields are going to go up, how does that
affect the American household? Speaker Gingrich, if I could ask
you that?

Mr. GINGRICH. Well, thank you for putting your finger on I think
one of the great hidden threats in Washington and where the
Budget Committee ought to be demanding that the Congressional
Budget Office lay out what this is going to do to the federal budget.

As the largest debt holder in the world, the U.S. Government—
if we end up in very high interest rates on the federal debt, it is
going to eat up the budget.

Mr. FEENSTRA. That is right.

Mr. GINGRICH. I mean people are not looking at—this is part of
why we were so adamant in the 1990’s about balancing the federal
budget, which we did for four straight years with Bill Clinton on
a bipartisan basis. But we had a program, cut regulations, cut
taxes. All the supply side economics that Ronald Reagan imple-
mented in the 1980’s turned out to work. We went back and got
them to work again. And inflation came down, interest rates came
down, jobs grew, children came out of poverty because their par-
ents were coming out of poverty.

So you put your finger on a huge issue. I don’t know the exact
numbers. I have my folks at Gingrich 360 the other week run a
sort of a—but we are not the budget office, we don’t have their
data, but I think if we get a significant increase in interest rates
from the Federal Reserve, the effect of that on the federal budget
is going to be staggering. And it may well mean that the—I am not
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certain of this, double check me—but it may well mean with a high
enough interest rate that you are actually going to end up with the
def payment being equal to the defense budget. Now that is insane.
If that was happening to an individual or that was happening to
a business, you would counsel them they need to get their spending
under control and they need to get their debt down.

When you put—I want to commend you. You put your finger on
one of the greatest threats that is about to hit us and I think we
are totally unprepared in Washington for thinking through the im-
plications of the largest debt holder in the world suddenly delib-
erately raising interest rates.

Mr. FEENSTRA. Thank you, Speaker. You hit it on the head. That
is exactly what I thought. That is how serious and dangerous this
is. And what we are talking about right now, we have got to help
families, we have got to get our inflation under control, but we also
have to understand we have got to quit spending for our families,
for our children.

Thank you.

I yield back.

Chairman YARMUTH. The gentleman’s time has expired.

And by the way the Congressional Budget Office does that on a
regular basis. They make that estimate at least every six months.
So that information is pretty widely available.

I am going to yield myself 10 minutes for my questioning.

And I am going to start by saying that it has been fascinating
to listen to my Republican colleagues and to Speaker Gingrich
when talking about the future of children in this country. And I
think we can all stipulate that it would be great if everybody had
a job that was well paying and was—that they were qualified for
and that they enjoyed and that was convenient to do and that they
could afford to work in. It would be great if every child grew up
in a stable family with two parents, whether they are male and
male, male and female, or female and female. That would be a
wonderful thing. And we can wish that that were the case, but it
sadly not the case throughout this country and probably nothing
that we could do in this body is going to change the fact that there
are going to be millions of children, innocent children who did not
choose the circumstances into which they were born, that will be
suffering with—if we don’t act and somebody else doesn’t act, they
are going to be suffering and diminishing their prospects for a fu-
ture.

And when I look at—I have a three year old grandson, I have
a one month old grandson, they are going to have every oppor-
tunity that they could possibly want. But they aren’t typical. And
when you look a generation or two into the future, the American
tax base is going to be composed of a lot of children who come from
very unfortunate circumstances, very unlucky circumstances. And
that is really what we are talking about today. We are talking
about those children, again who don’t choose the circumstances into
which they were born, who are going to need some help from some-
where whose families most frequently can’t provide it, and who
represent not just a challenge for our society and our government,
but also a huge opportunity.
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We are not going to convince people to appropriate more than
they are doing now. As a matter of fact, I heard a new story today
that because of the Dobbs decision that the incidents of steriliza-
tion among women is dramatically rising. Parents are choosing not
to have children. So where is that tax base going to come from? We
need to make sure that every child born in this country or who im-
migrates to this country has every opportunity to thrive.

I want to give Mr. Malik an opportunity. I am going to comment
on some other things. But Mr. Grothman talked about Head Start,
a Brookings report on Head Start. And that seems to be the one
report that has been brought up at least for the last 10 to 15 years
to undermine efforts to have universal early childhood education in
the country.

Would you care to comment on that study and generally on the
benefits of early childhood education?

Mr. MALIK. Yes. I don’t have in front of me the specific report
that Congressman Grothman is referring to. I do know that there
was a Brookings AEI consensus report around pre-K and early edu-
cation, including mentions of Head Start, that found, you know, a
wide range of benefits to children, to their families. It is important
to note that Head Start doesn’t just, you know, provide educational
services, but it decreases children’s food insecurity, promoted
healthier eating habits and physical activity. There are a variety
of family services that are attached to Head Start that also have
tremendous benefits to the family.

So, you know, there are also inter-generational benefits to Head
Start. There are studies that have found that the children of Head
Start recipients actually do better than those of similar background
but whose parents weren’t able to access Head Start.

Chairman YARMUTH. Thank you.

One of the things—we all come to this job and this role with dif-
ferent experiences and from different—very different areas. And on
many—the ranking member’s district is a lot different than my dis-
trict. My district is 30 miles across, it is totally urban, we have one
school system, it has almost 100,000 kids in it. In that school sys-
tem, more than 50 percent of those kids are on free or reduced
lunch, 50 percent of them at least change schools at least once dur-
ing the school year because they have been shuffled around be-
tween family members or they are homeless and so forth. And one
of the things that was probably one of the most impactful things
I have heard once was I was in a luncheon on a Friday and I was
sitting next to our school superintendent at the time. And they had
just—it had snowed and they just called off school on Friday. She
said you don’t know how much it breaks my heart to have to cancel
school on Friday because that is when kids get their blessings in
a backpack. They take home their food and that will be all they eat
all weekend. This is the type of situation for which WIC and SNAP
are critical, don’t you think, Dr. Black?

Dr. BLACK. Yes. Thank you. Thank you. They certainly are crit-
ical.

Chairman YARMUTH. And I could go on at length about the
American Rescue Plan and I have defended it a number of times
before this Committee. My name is on it as the author, even
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though I didn’t write one word of it. But it came through our Com-
mittee, so it says Mr. Yarmuth on it and I am very proud of that.

And I think we have to go back to that because there is no ques-
tion that there were incredible problems in the implementation of
the American Rescue Plan. But what were we facing? We were fac-
ing a crisis that hit us almost spontaneously. Nobody saw it com-
ing. All the sudden 20 million people are out of work, businesses
are closing right and left, the economy basically shut down. We
faced unfortunately—blame it on whoever going back a long time—
we were not prepared for a pandemic. So we are learning as we go
along, people were justifiably critical at the time, but the fact is we
didn’t know how bad it was going to be. We shut down everything.
We didn’t know that kids were less vulnerable, more vulnerable.
We knew if they caught the disease they would give it to their col-
leagues, their colleagues would take it home, and it would be disas-
trous.

So when Mr. Gingrich says things like we committed almost
child abuse over the last two years, we did not commit child abuse.
That is an absurd statement. Forgive me, Speaker Gingrich. We
were trying to do the best we could to maintain the safety and
health of our kids and our families. And in my particular state,
comments have been made about unemployment. And, yes, there is
a lot of money who went to people who probably didn’t warrant it.
In my state unemployment applications went from about 200 a
week to several thousand a week. That Department of Unemploy-
ment in Kentucky was not equipped to handle the deluge of unem-
ployment applications that they were faced with. So, yes, they were
trying to get money out the door. That is what we were all trying
to do because we were facing an economy that was on the verge
of collapse. So we were trying to get money to businesses, we were
trying to get money to state and local governments, we were trying
to shore up a sinking ship.

And, yes, in those circumstances, which were unique, at least in
my lifetime, we were doing the best we could. And hopefully we
have learned lessons about that. And one thing I will agree with
Speaker Gingrich on, and some of my Republican colleagues, we
rarely think about the implementation of the programs that we put
into place. We need to be much better at that.

And, you know, I stressed with the Administration when we were
trying to do the Build Back Better plan that—and talking about
childcare, that we can’t just say we are going to spend $300 billion
on childcare unless we think about how we are going to build the
capacity to do it. In my district, my school superintendent said if
we have universal pre-K for three and four year olds, something
that I am passionately in favor of, that we would need to hire 400
new teachers and build two new schools. We are already 200 teach-
ers short in our existing classrooms. Where are those teachers
going to come from? But meanwhile we would hold out a promise
to people who say, oh god, next month I am going to get affordable
childcare, and it would happen. So we need to be thinking about
that much more.

So I think Speaker Gingrich might agree with me on that point.

But, you know, so much of this returns to what I see as a total
difference in perspective that some people believe that, in kind of
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a Darwinian theory, that everybody can pull themselves up by
their bootstraps, and that is not our party. The Democratic Party
believes government can be a force for good and that in a capital-
istic society, where there are invariably winners and losers that
don’t necessarily have anything to do with who works harder or
who tries harder. It is nice to talk about the late 1990’s when there
was the internet boom and the economy was sailing, but what that
internet boom did was for the next 20 years made it impossible for
a lot of people to find work, because a lot of jobs disappeared be-
cause of it and continue to disappear. And people are not prepared
for that.

So we can have great discussions about this, but in the general
economic situation. I think what we are talking about today is how
can we best ensure that the children of this country, the ones who,
again, have no decision in, first of all, being born and, second, how
they are living, get the most support so that they can become pro-
ductive members of society and have the kind of life that we want
for our own kids and everybody else.

So with that, I am going to yield back, but I am going to be—
I am going to ask for some things to be submitted into the record.
There has been some discussion today claiming that work require-
ments make children better off. In fact, CBO recently found that
work requirements inflict unnecessary suffering and do little to ac-
tually boost employment and children’s well-being. I ask unani-
mous consent to enter the report from CBO on work requirements
into the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

[Report submitted for the record follows:]
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At a Glance

In this report, the Congressional Budget Office analyzes the effects of work requirements and work
supports on employment and income of participants in Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANE), the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), and Medicaid. The agency also
assesses how changing work requirements and work supports in those programs would affect the
federal budget. In many cases, the size of those effects is highly uncertain.

Effects of Work Requirements on Employment, Income, and the Federal Budget

®  Making the receipt of benefits contingent on working or preparing to work has substantially
increased the employment rate of the targeted recipients in TANF during the year after they enter
the program and by a smaller amount in later years. Work requirements in SNAP have increased
employment less; in Medicaid, they appear to have had little effect on employment.

s Although some people have higher income because they work more to meet the programs’
requirements, other people do not meet the work requirements and are left with little income
from in-kind benefits, cash payments, carnings, or other sources. Overall, the increase in total
carnings from TANF’s work requirements is about equal to the reduction in benefits. In contrast,
work requirements in SNAP and Medicaid have reduced benefits more than they have increased
people’s earnings.

® In general, tightening work requirements would reduce federal spending by decreasing the amount
of benefits provided; the extent of the budgetary savings would depend on the details of the policy.
If lawmakers used the savings from tightening work requirements to increase work supports that
helped recipients meet those requirements, the federal budget would change little (or perhaps not
at all).

Effects of Work Supports on Employment, Income, and the Federal Budget

s Subsidized child care, job-search assistance, and subsidized employment have increased the
employment of recipients, whereas job training has had mixed results.

& In addition to boosting recipients’ earnings, federal funding for work supports has freed up
income that recipients would have spent on those supports to instead be spent on other goods and
services.

e If policymakers chose to expand work supports, they would need to provide additional funding.
Child care subsidies can cost several thousand dollars per recipient, whereas less intensive services
(such as assisting people who are searching for a job by providing access to literature and online
tools) generally cost less.

www.cbo.gov/publication/57702
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Notes and Definitions

To complete and publish this report promptly, the Congressional Budget Office used its
July 2021 baseline for the analysis. CBO expects that the findings would be similar had the analysis
used the agency’s most recent baseline (published in May 2022).

Unless this report indicates otherwise, all years referred to are federal fiscal years, which run from
October 1 to September 30 and are designated by the calendar year in which they end.

Numbers in the text, tables, and ﬁgures may not add up to totals because of rounding.

Projected future costs and the other dollar figures in the options are in nominal dollars. All other
dollar figures are expressed in 2019 dollars, using the price index for personal consumption expendi-
tures from the Bureau of Economic Analysis to remove the effects of inflation.

Some of the figures in this report use shaded vertical bars to indicate periods of recession. (A recession
extends from the peak of a business cycle to its trough.)

References to states include the District of Columbia.

A TANF recipient is a person who receives recurring cash payments through the Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families program. Data on the recipients of other forms of assistance provided
by TANE, such as job training, are limited.

Intensive job—search assistance is generally provided in person, such as through workshops or one-on-
one career counseling.

An able-bodied adult is a person over the age of 17 who does not reccive disability benefits (cither
through Supplemental Security Income or Disability Insurance).

A parent is a person who lives with one or more dependents under the age of 18.
A child is a dependent who is under the age of 18.

Cash income generally consists of earnings, business income, income from savings, child support,
and cash payments from means-tested programs, Social Security, and unemployment insurance. That
measure of economic well-being is similar to what the Census Bureau uses to determine the official
poverty rate.

Income includes cash income, in-kind benefits from the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program,
and refundable tax credits. That measure of economic well-being is similar to what the Census Bureau
uses to determine the Supplemental Poverty Measure.

Poverty thresholds are used by the Census Bureau to determine the official poverty rate. The thresh-
olds are based on family income and differ for families of different sizes.
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Deep poverty is when a family’s cash income is less than half of the applicable poverty threshold.

Welfare reform is the term for a series of actions that policymakers took in the mid-1990s to encour-
age employment among benefit recipients and shorten the duration of benefit receipt. It consisted of
executive actions that introduced work requitements in Aid to Families With Dependent Children
(the program that preceded TANF) and implementation of provisions of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act.
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Summary

The federal government has many programs that are
designed specifically to help people who have relatively
low income obtain food, health care, housing, and other
goods and services that they might not otherwise be
able to afford. Those means-tested programs provide
cash payments or other assistance to qualified recipients.
If recipients’ earnings rise, then their benefits typically
decline. To counter that incentive for participants to
work less, the programs often incorporate work require-
ments (which make the receipt of benefits contingent
on working or preparing to work) and work supports
(which make working more feasible and profitable for
participants). Work support programs usually also have
work requirements. (For example, only people who work
are cligible for the earned income tax credit.)

This report focuses on work requirements and work
supports in three federal programs: Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families (TANF), the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP), and Medicaid. Of those
programs, TANF is the smallest, providing monthly

cash payments to about 1 million families each year. By
law, most able-bodied parents who receive those benefits
must participate in work-related activities. SNAP and
Medicaid serve much broader and larger populations
than TANF; they also have included work requirements
at times, but typically applied them only to able-bodied
adults without dependents. To support recipients who
are working or searching for work, policymakers have
made subsidized child care and workforce development
services available to some participants in those programs,
particularly TANE

In this report, the Congressional Budget Office analyzes
how work requirements and work supports affect the
employment and income of former, current, and poten-
tial participants. In addition, the agency estimates how
changes to those requirements and supports would affect
the federal budget over the next nine years. Even though
research suggests that means-tested programs can con-
tinue to affect former participants for many years, this
report focuses on the programs’ more immediate effects.

How Do Work Requirements Affect
People’s Employment and Income?
TANF’s work requirements have generally increased
employment while having little effect (on net) on average
income. Some recipients have earned more by getting a
job, but others have lost benefits without finding work,
which probably increased the number of people in deep
poverty. Work requirements in SNAP and Medicaid have
also reduced the benefits that people receive but have
increased their employment or carnings less (for SNAP
recipients) or maybe not at all (for Medicaid recipients).
TANF recipients facing work requirements have been
provided with strong work supports, unlike SNAP and

Medicaid recipients.

TANF

Most of the research on work requirements focuses on
single mothers who received recurring cash payments
through TANF or its predecessor, Aid to Families With
Dependent Children. The imposition of work require-
ments in the 1990s boosted the employment of those
single mothers but had little effect on their average
income, mainly because the increase in earnings for those
who worked was about equal to the reduction in cash
payments for those who lost benefits. The number of
people receiving cash payments has continued to decline
over the past two decades; by 2019, the number of recip-
ients was about 2 million, or one-seventh of what it had
been in 1993.

Although TANF’s work requirements have probably had
little effect on average income among single mothers,
those requirements have probably changed how income
is distributed among that group. The mothers who
gained employment often saw their income boosted by
higher earnings and receipt of additional tax credits, but
many mothers who lost benefits because they did not
meet the work requirements were left in deep poverty.
TANF continues to be the primary source of recurring
cash assistance for able-bodied single mothers without
education beyond high school, but the percentage of
those mothers who are receiving assistance has fallen
along with the total number of recipients.
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Before work requirements were imposed, nearly all
less-educated single mothers who did not work for an
extended petiod received cash payments. By calendar
year 2019, though, about one-seventh of less-educated
single mothers had no earnin
CBO estimates. Many of those families report hav-

ing almost no income beyond benefits from SNAP.

By removing families from TANF before they found
wotk—and by deterring families from entering the pro-
gram—work requirements have probably played a role in
increasing the number of families in deep poverty.

SNAP

SNAP’s work requirement has probably boosted employ-
ment for some adult recipients without dependents but
has reduced income, on average, across all recipients.
Earnings increased among recipients who worked more,
but far more adults stopped receiving SNAP benefies
because of the work requirement. Most of the adults
who had their SNAP benefits terminated for failing to
comply with the work requirement have very low income
because few of them have carnings or receive cash
payments.

Medicaid

Evidence of the effect of work requirements on Medicaid
recipients is limited to Arkansas, the only state where a
work requirement was imposed on recipients for more
than a few months. There, many of the targeted adults
Jost their health insurance as a result of the work require-
ment. Employment did not appear to increase, although
the evidence is scant. Rescarch indicates that many par-
ticipants were unaware of the work requirement or found
it too onerous to demonstrate compliance.

How Do Work Supports Affect
People’s Employment and income?
Most work supports increase employment and income,
Subsidized child care, for instance, benefits single parents
(its main recipients) by boosting their employment and
increasing their resources substantially. Parents who find
employment benefit from higher earnings, and those
who would have purchased child care even without a
subsidy have more income to spend on other goods and
services. {The resources of some wotking parents are
unaffected because they would have had a relative or
friend watch their children in the absence of the subsidy.)

Job-search assistance and subsidized employment
provided by workforce development programs have

increased employment and income, but job training
provided by those programs has had mixed results.
According to a study conducted by the Department of
Labor in the early 2010s on two of the largest workforce
development programs, intensive job-search assistance
{such as carcer counseling) increased participants’
average earnings by about $2,200 in the year following
the receipt of assistance. In contrast, job training could
reduce employment and income by causing participants
to delay their job search or by reducing the number of
hours they work. In the Department of Labor’s study,
participants in job-training programs worked less while
in training and did not work mote or carn more after-
ward, on average.

Lawmakers modified the large workforce development
programs in 2014 to better align job training with the
demands of local employers. A comparable evaluation
of those programs’ effectiveness since then might show
increased employment and income from job-training
programs if the alignment between those programs

and labor market demand has improved lately. Recent
research demonstrates that job training provided by
smaller programs can increase employment and income
when it focuses on the demands of local employers.

How Might Policymakers Change
Work Requirements and

Work Supports?

To increase employment, raise income, or reduce federal
SPCHding, th(ﬁ C(anfﬁss C(\Uld prSUC various ()pti(ms
that would change work requirements and work sup-
ports. Those options fall into four broad categories.
Options in a category would typically accomplish similar
objectives, although the effects of any particular option
on employment, income, and the federal budget would
depend on its details (sec Table S-1).

& Options that expanded work requirements wonld
typically increase employment. But they would
have little effect on recipients’ average income (net
of medical expenses, in the case of Medicaid) or
would reduce it because the overall loss in benefits
would equal or exceed the toral gain in carnings
from increases in employment. Some participants’
earnings would increase more than their benefits
decreased; other participants would be left without
any earnings or benefits. If the work requirements
were tied to receipt of SNAP or Medicaid, the
loss in benefits would reduce federal spending




98

SUMMARY WORK REQUIREMENTS AND WORK SUPPORTS FOR RECIFIENTS OF MEANSTESTED BENEFS B

Table S-1.

Typical Effects of Changing Work Requirements and Work Supports,
by Broad Category of Options

Typical Effects on People Subject to the Change

Option Typicat Effect on
Category Employment income and Expenses Federat Spending
Expand Work Requirements Increase Average income would change Decrease
little or decrease; more people
would have very low income
Reduce Work Requirements Decrease Average incame would change increase
littie or increase; fewer people
would have very low income
Expand Work Supports increase [ncrease income and decrease increase
expenses
Decrease income and increase
Reduce Work Supports Decrease expenses Decrease

Source: Congressional Budget Office,

Work supports consist of subsidized chifd care and workforce devetopment services, such as job-search assistance, job tralning, and subsidized employment.

The effects of a particulor option would depend on its detals.

because the government pays for a fixed portion = Options that expanded work supports would typically

of the cost of those benefits. In this analysis, CBO
assessed expanding work requirements in SNAP and
Medicaid. The SNAP option that CBO discusses in
this report might not reduce federal spending because
it includes additional spending on work supports.
The other option would substantially increase the
amount that people who lost Medicaid coverage pay
out of pocket for medical services.

& Oprions that reduced work requirements would
typically increase federal spending on benefits
and reduce employment. They would decrease
the number of people with very low income and
would either raise average income or change it
lietle. Reducing work requirements during periods
of high unemployment could boost recipients’
income substantially while having little effect on
employment. In this analysis, CBO assesses reducing
work requirements in SNAP and TANE The TANF
option would not increase federal spending because
that program’s funding is set at a fixed total.

lead to larger gains in income than options that
expanded work requirements, but they would also
push up federal spending. In addition, they would
increase employment and reduce recipients’ expenses
for work supports, leaving them with mote income
to spend on other goods and services. In this analysis,
CBO assesses one option that would provide more
workforee development services to TANF recipients
when jobs are scarce and a second option that would
generally increase funding for subsidized child care.

& Oprions that reduced work supports would typically
lead to less employment, lower income, and reduced
federal spending. In this analysis, CBO assesses an
option that—rather than reducing federal spending—
would shift funding from work supports to cash
payments for nonworking families. Such a policy
would reduce employment but could raise recipients’
income and make deep poverty less prevalent.
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Chapter 1: An Overview of Work
Requirements, Work Supports, and
Means-Tested Programs

The federal government has many programs that provide
benefits to help people who have relatively low income.
Such means-tested programs—some of which are admin-
istered jointly with the states—help the people who
receive those benefits obtain goods and services that they
might not otherwise be able to afford. Three of those
programs are Temporary Assistance for Needy Families
(TANF), which funds monthly cash payments along
with many other services; the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP), which assists people in
purchasing food; and Medicaid, which provides health

insurance.

Although the people served by those programs differ,
they generally have cash income near or below the
poverty line (see Table 1-1). Most families in TANE,
for instance, are headed by single mothers who have no
education beyond high school; despite the cash pay-
ments they receive from the program, they have very
low cash income—in many cases, it is so low that they
are considered to be in deep poverty. Income for SNAP
and Medicaid recipients is still low but not as low, and a
greater share of adults in those programs are married or
childless. (In addition, many of those adults are elderly
or disabled.)

In 2019, TANF provided cash payments of about $500 a
month, on average, to participating families consisting
of an able-bodied parent and two children—an amount
equal to roughly 30 percent of the poverty threshold.
SNAP provided a monthly food allowance of $372, on
average.! Average government spending on health care
for such a family in Medicaid was higher—at roughly
$800 per month—but was concentrated among recipi-
ents with severe medical conditions.

1. The maximum SNAP bencfit increased by slightly more than
20 percent in October 2021. In contrast, TANF benefits have
not risen recently in most states and are unlikely to substantially
increase in the future because federal funding for that program is
not scheduled to rise.

By design, benefit amounts in TANF and SNAP decline
rapidly as participants’ earnings increase. That structure
can create an incentive for participants to work less,
although additional tax credits can offset a substantial
portion of that decline.” The decrease in benefits tends
to be largest for families in TANF, who receive about

50 cents less in cash payments for cach additional dollar
they earn.

Work Requirements and Work
Supports in Recent Years

To encourage participants in TANF, SNAP, and
Medicaid to work, policymakers have added require-
ments to those programs. To receive benefits, participants
must demonstrate that they are working or preparing

to work. Most adults in TANF are required to work

or participate in related activities, such as searching or
training for a job. A far smaller portion of adults in
SNAP are subject to such a requirement: Many SNAP
recipients are elderly or disabled and thus not expected
to work, and the requirement is not imposed on house-
holds that include dependent children. Medicaid does
not have work requirements, although Arkansas imposed
a work requirement on some childless adults who reccive
Medicaid benefits in 2018. (Several other states began
implementing work requirements for Medicaid recip-
ients, but Arkansas was the only state that terminated
Medicaid benefits because of insufficient employment.)?

To make work more feasible and profitable, the fed-
eral government provides funds (often directly to the

2. For more details, scc Congressional Budget Office, Effective
Marginal Ta: Rates for Low- and Moderate-Income Workers in
2016 (November 2015), www.cbo.gov/publication/50923.

3. The Trump Administration encouraged states to apply for
waivers that would allow them to impose work requirements
on Medicaid recipients and then approved the applications
of 10 states. However, the Biden Administration rescinded
those approvals before most of the states had implemented the
proposed requirements.
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Table 1-1.

Characteristics of Selected Means-Tested Programs, 2019

Typical Benefit for a Parent and
Two Children (2019 dollars)

Headed by Single Parents

Highest Monthly Average Monthly Change in Benefit per
(Percent) Income Eligible? Benefit Dollar of Earnings
TANF® 66 1,138 504 -0.50
SNAP 25 2,252 372 -0.24
Medicaid® 25 2,453 800 Small

Source: Congressional Budget Office, using data from the Urban Institute and the Department of Health and Human Services.

See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

In 2019, the federal poverty threshold for a family of three (a single parent and two children) was $1,716 per month.

SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. These amounts are gross income limits for initial eligibility, which typically disregard some earnings and other sources of income. Applicants must also meet a
netincome standard, which further restricts the eligibility of people who do not have much income that qualifies for exclusion.

14

and earnings that are close to the average of all states.

o

CBO used benefits in Washington to represent TANF benefits because that state has an income threshold, average benefit, and relationship between benefits

Medicaid benefits are measured in terms of the payments that federal and state governments make for the medical care of recipients. In most states,

Medicaid benefits do not change as earnings increase until families reach the eligibility threshold. At that point, families lose eligibility for Medicaid but can
get heavily subsidized insurance through the marketplaces established under the Affordable Care Act.

states) for work supports, such as subsidized child care
and workforce development services. Those services

are primarily funded by the Child Care Development
Fund (CCDF), Title 1 of the Workforce Innovation and
Opportunity Act (WIOA), and TANF. (All those fund-
ing sources focus assistance on people with low income,
although not exclusively on TANF, SNAP, and Medicaid
recipients.)

In 2019, the CCDF funded $8 billion of subsidized
child care; by providing state-run care for dependent
children, those programs enabled the parents to work,
train, or search for a job.* That same year, Title 1 of
WIOA funded $5 billion of workforce development
services, including job-search assistance, job training,
and subsidized employment. TANF provided $3 billion
for subsidized child care and $3 billion for workforce
development services in 2019. Other programs that
provide work supports to families in TANF, SNAP, and
Medicaid and that also affect people’s incentives to work
(such as Head Start, the child tax credit, and the earned
income tax credit, or EITC) are beyond the scope of

4. The Congress temporarily increased CCDF funding in 2020 and
2021 in response to the coronavirus pandemic.

this report.” (CBO used 2019 as a proxy for what work

requirements and supports will look like after the public
health emergency declaration related to the coronavirus

pandemic is lifted.)

Changes to Work Requirements and
Work Supports During the 1990s

The most significant changes to employment of partici-
pants in means-tested programs occurred in the 1990s,
when work requirements and work supports were sub-
stantially expanded for many participants. The changes
were implemented through a series of executive actions
followed by enactment of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA)
in 1996. Those legislative changes are collectively referred
to as welfare reform.

w

Head Start provides free care and education for the young
children of parents with low income. The EITC was designed
to encourage people to work by providing a refundable tax
credit that initially increases as carnings rise. The child tax credit
also encourages work in the same way (although it temporarily
stopped functioning as a work support in 2021 because the
American Rescue Plan Act of 2021 made it available to all
families with qualifying children regardless of their carnings).
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Figure 1-1.

Spending for TANF and the Programs That Preceded It, by Type of Assistance

Percentage of Total Spending
100
TANF replaces AFDC

75

50

25

1995 1998 2001 2004 2007

2010

Other Services

Recurring Cash
Assistance

States used the flexibility
provided by TANF to
shift funding from cash
assistance to work
supports, including
subsidized child care.

Work Supports

2013 2016 2019

Data source: Department of Health and Human Services. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

Before the creation of TANF in 1997, AFDC di:

recurring cash assistance, the Job Opp

and Basic Skills Training program provided work support,

and the Emergency Assistance program supplied other services for low-income families.

Costs to administer the program and monitor compliance with eligibility rules are distributed proportionally among the three types of assistance.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

Before those changes were implemented, the government
provided cash payments to qualifying recipients through
Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC). Into
the early 1990s, that program had only minimal work
requirements. From 1993 through 1996, most states
imposed their own work requirements on AFDC partici-
pants by using waivers provided by the Bush and Clinton
Administrations. In 1997, as a result of PRWORA,
TANTF replaced AFDC. For a family to reccive cash pay-
ments from TANF, all able-bodied parents in it generally
must participate in work-related activities. PRWORA
also imposed a work requirement on able-bodied adults
without dependents in SNAP.

Welfare reform substantially increased the amount of
work supports available to participants in means-tested
programs. PRWORA consolidated four child care
assistance programs into the CCDF and added $1 bil-
lion in funding. (All figures are in 2019 dollars.) It also
allowed states to reallocate TANF funding from cash
payments to work supports and other services. The states
have used that discretion to drastically change the types
of assistance TANF provides. In 1996, for example,

about 84 percent (or $31 billion) of the federal and

state funding for the programs that preceded TANF

was spent on recurring cash payments, whereas about

5 percent (or $2 billion) was spent on work supports (see
Figure 1-1). By 2019, states had allocated about 51 per-
cent (or $14 billion) of TANF funding to work supports.
In addition, states reallocated funding for recurring cash
payments to a wide array of other services, leaving only
about 23 percent (or $7 billion) of TANF funding for

those recurring cash payments in 2019.°

Welfare reform coincided with a large increase in the
EITC, which also supports work. The Omnibus Budget
Reconciliation Act of 1993 roughly tripled the maxi-
mum credit for families with two or more children and
roughly doubled the maximum credit for families with
one child. Those increases were phased in from 1994
through 1996. In addition, policymakers created the

6. States spent the remaining 26 percent of TANF funding on
a broad array of other services, including initiatives to reduce
dlock i

out-of- p
support the foster care system.

two-parent families, and

7
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Figure 1-2.

Federal Spending for Selected Means-Tested and Work Support Programs

Billions of 2019 Dollars

Means-Tested Programs

450 r
Medicaid
400
350 r
300 r
Over the past few decades,
%0 f federal spending on SNAP
200 r and Medicaid has increased
substantially, whereas
150 spending on AFDC/TANF
100 SNAP has fallen from $20 billion
: : to $16 billion. The CCDF and
S r AFDC/TANF? WIOA have each provided
0 = — about $5 billion per year in
work supports.
Work Support Programs
15
0 F A~ CCDF*
5 _’\;——? -
0 h R \ X X X X . X WIOA' ,
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Data source: Congressional Budget Office. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702/#data.

Work supports are funded by the CCDF (subsidized child care), WIOA (workforce development services), and TANF (subsidized child care and workforce
development services). The transfers that states make from TANF to the CCDF are only included as spending on TANF. Amounts for WIOA are appropriations
because data on spending were not available.

CCDF = Child Care Development Fund; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families; WIOA = Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act.

a. Includes spending on predecessors: the Child Care Development Block Grant for the Child Care Development Fund, the Workforce Innovation Act and the Job
Training Partnership Act for the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act, and Aid to Families With Dependent Children for Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families. The WIOA and its predecessors funded a wide range of programs.

child tax credit in 1998. That credit was available to few Medicaid spending exceeded spending on the other

working families with low income before 2001, however.

Changes in Federal Spending and
Enroliment

Over the past few decades, federal spending on SNAP
and Medicaid has increased substantially, whereas
spending on AFDC/TANF has fallen drastically (sce
Figure 1-2). In 1989, the federal government spent
$63 billion on Medicaid, compared with roughly

$20 billion each on SNAP (which was known as the
Food Stamp program at that time) and AFDC. (Again,
all figures are in 2019 dollars.)

programs in 1989 largely because health care coverage
was much more costly than other benefits, a trend that
has persisted. Spending per enrollee and the number of
enrollees in Medicaid have increased substantially since
1989, bringing the program’s total federal spending to
$409 billion in 2019 (in addition to the $221 billion
states spent on the program in that year). Federal spend-
ing on SNAP has also increased (to $60 billion in 2019),
driven mostly by a rise in the number of recipients.” For

Medicaid and SNAP, funding has been adjusted over

7. In 2019, states spent $4 billion on administrative costs for SNAP.
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Box 1-1.

How Are Means-Tested Programs Funded?

Means-tested programs are funded in various ways. Lawmak-
ers furnish a specific amount of money for Temporary Assis-
tance for Needy Families (TANF), which is primarily provided
in the form of a block grant. The state family assistance grant,
which totals about $16.5 billion, has accounted for 95 percent
of TANF’s federal funding in most years. In recent years, the
contingency fund has provided around $600 million in addi-
tional funding!!

Funding for the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(SNAP) is handled differently. The amount of money appropri-
ated for SNAP each year is intended to cover the cost of pro-
viding benefits to all people who apply for and are eligible for
the program. If the appropriated amount does not cover those
costs, lawmakers would need to appropriate additional funds,

1. The contingency fund is a mechanism that can increase the amount of TANF
funding available to states that are experiencing economic downturns. For
additional details on the funding of TANF, see Congressional Budget Office,
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families: Spending and Policy Options
{January 2015}, www.cbo.gov/publication/49887.

the years so that benefits are available to everyone who
applies for and qualifies for the programs (see Box 1-1).
Spending on SNAP has also fluctuated because of
changes in food prices and how those changes affect the
benefits provided.

Funding for TANF, CCDF, and WIOA is handled
differently. Lawmakers furnish a specific amount of
money for those programs each year, which might not be
sufficient to provide benefits to all qualified applicants.
Since TANF was implemented in 1997, lawmakers have
not increased the nominal amount of the state family
assistance grant, which provides states with most of
their funding for the program; that value has been and
remains at about $16.5 billion. Because the amount

has not been raised to account for inflation, in effect
the value of the program’s funding has fallen by about
30 percent since 1997.% (To receive all that funding,
states are required to spend a certain minimum amount
of their own funds on the program. That amount is also

8. The decline in the inflation-adjusted value of funding for TANF
exceeds the decline in the value of spending for the program
because several states did not spend all the funding that they
received in the program’s first two years.

or the Administration would have to cut benefits. There has not
been any need to use supplemental appropriations or to imple-
ment any reduction in benefits in recent years. (Supplemental
appropriations were last provided about 30 years ago.)

Medicaid is an entitlement, which means that federal funding
for medical services provided to eligible individuals is open-
ended. Funding for the program adjusts automatically as
enrollment or costs per enrollee change.

All three programs are jointly financed by the federal govern-
ment and state governments. To varying degrees, states fund a
portion of the services provided through TANF, SNAP, and Med-
icaid. TANF has a maintenance-of-effort requirement, which is
designed to limit the extent to which federal funding displaces
money that state governments would otherwise have spent on
the program. In contrast, states cover a share of the adminis-
trative costs for SNAP, which include employment and training
services. For Medicaid, states cover a share of the costs of the
services provided by the program in addition to a share of the
administrative costs.

not adjusted for inflation; it has been and remains at
about $10 billion.) Lawmakers have increased funding
for CCDF and WIOA on multiple occasions. Those
nominal increases have elevated the inflation-adjusted
value of CCDF and approximately maintained it for
WIOA.

Enrollment in Medicaid and SNAP has risen substan-
tially over the past three decades, but enrollment in
AFDC/TANF has plummeted (sce Figure 1-3). In 1989,
Medicaid and SNAP had about 20 million recipients
cach in an average month, and about 10 million peo-
ple received cash payments through AFDC. Over the
subsequent 30 years, enrollment has changed for each
program.

®  Medicaid. Enrollment has skyrocketed as lawmakers
have repeatedly expanded eligibility for the program,
including 2014’s expansion under the Affordable
Care Act. The number of Medicaid recipients has
roughly tripled since 1989, reaching 75 million (or
about one-quarter of the U.S. population) during an
average month in 2019.
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Figure 1-3.

Participation in Selected Means-Tested and Work Support Programs
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Data source: Congressional Budget Office. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702/#data.
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Data for the CCDF were not available before 1998. CBO did not compile participation data for the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act because
participation in the programs it funds can range from a brief self-directed job search to a full year of intensive job training with income support.

CCDF = Child Care De!

Fund; SNAP = Nutrition

istance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. Consists of recipients of recurring cash assistance and includes participants in its predecessor, Aid to Families With Dependent Children.

SNAP. Participation rose substantially in the 2000s,
primarily as a result of outreach initiatives. In general,
participation in the program tends to fluctuate, rising
during and after recessions and diminishing when the
unemployment rate is low.”

TANE Participation has dropped drastically

since the onset of welfare reform, having fallen

by 85 percent from 1993 to 2019. Some of that
decrease can be attributed to rising earnings among
single mothers, but it primarily has been driven

by declining participation among families whose
income is low enough for them to qualify for the

For more details on how participation in SNAP has changed over
the years, see Congressional Budget Office, 7he Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program (April 2012), www.cbo.gov/
publication/43173.

program. PRWORA contributed to the decline in
the participation rate through the changes it made to
AFDC/TANE!"

. Since before 1997, many states have not increased the nominal

value of the maximum payment available in TANE, even though
the rising cost of living has eroded the value of that payment

by about 30 percent. A growing number of income-eligible
families appears to find those payments an inadequate incentive
to go through the process of demonstrating cligibility for the
program—a process made more oncrous by the imposition of
the work requirements. See Zachary Parolin, “Decomposing

the Decline of Cash Assistance in the United States, 1993 to
2016, Demagraphy, vol. 58, no. 3 (April 2021), pp. 1119-1141,
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-9157471. PRWORA has
contributed to states’ not maintaining the purchasing power of
benefits by converting the funding mechanism into a grant of
constant nominal value and by allowing states to divert most of
that money from cash payments to a wide array of other services.
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Chapter 2: Effects of Work Requirements
on People’s Employment and Income

The effects of work requirements vary among partici-
pants in different means-tested programs. Most of the
research conducted on those effects has focused on work
requirements in the Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families program and its predecessor, Aid to Families
With Dependent Children, in the 1990s, when wel-
fare reform greatly altered those programs. Evidence of
the effects of work requirements in the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program and Medicaid is more
limited.

Opverall, available evidence indicates that the effects of
work requirements on employment and income probably
differ among the three programs.” In addition, the gain
in employment among program participants who are
subject to work requirements is probably offset in part
by temporary reductions in employment among people
who are not subject to the requirements.” The analysis

in this chapter is mostly based on data from the annual

1. This report focuses on changes in employment and income
within the standard period used for the Congressional budget
process, which extended through 2031 when this report
was prepared. Evidence of the longer-term effects of work
requirements and supports is limited, although rescarch
indicates that access to SNAP benefits during childhood tends
to increase carnings in adulthood. See Marianne P. Bitler
and Theodore F. Figinski, Long-Run Effets of Food Assistance:
Evidence From the Food Stamp Program (August 2019),
heeps://tinyurl.com/2p974kdj (PDE 9.2 MB). Thus, work
requirements that terminate benefits for families with children
might reduce their earnings later in life.

2. Most of the rescarch on unemployment insurance indicates
that policies that increase employment by encouraging people
to scarch for a job decrease employment among people not in
the program. Such spillovers are probably rarer when jobs are
plentiful, and those studies were conducted during periods
of high unemployment. For example, see Toana Marinescu,
“The General Equilibrium Impacts of Unemployment
Insurance: Evidence From a Large Online Job Board,”
Journal of Public Economics, vol. 150 (June 2017), pp. 14-29,
hetps://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2017.02.012.

supplement to the Census Bureau’s Current Population
Survey, so the numbers provided are for calendar years.

TANF

Nationwide, most adults in TANF are required to
participate in work-related activities. Specifically, the
federal government requires a certain percentage of
able-bodied parents of children receiving monthly cash
payments—>50 percent, before adjustments are made—to
cither have sufficient hours of employment or participate
in approved activities that could lead to employment,
such as vocational training. Any state that does not meet
that work standard risks having its federal funding for
the program reduced, so states typically decrease or ter-
minate a family’s benefits if the parent’s work hours are
not sufficient. Many states have chosen to impose more
stringent work requirements even when they do not
appear to be at risk of violating the work standard.

In general, those work requirements have increased
employment, which has substantially boosted the income
of some single mothers.> (Most TANF recipients are

in families headed by single mothers.) The number of
people receiving cash payments in TANF has declined
by about 85 percent since the mid-1990s, however, and
many single mothers have very low income because they
are not working or receiving assistance. (This analysis
focuses on parents who do not receive disability benefits,
because they are most likely to be subject to the work
requirements.)

Employment

Most TANF families are headed by single mothers with
no education beyond high school. Employment among
that group rose substantially in the 1990s, in part

3. Initially, AFDC only provided benefits to single mothers or the
wives of men who were unable to work. Eligibility was extended
to single fathers and families with two able-bodied parents before
the transition to TANFE. However, participation in the programs
has remained low among those groups.
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Figure 2-1.

Employment Rates for Single Women With No Education Beyond High School,
by Presence of Children
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Data source: Census Bureau, Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the Current Population Survey, from IPUMS-USA. See www.cbo.gov/
publication/57702/#data.

The data are by calendar year and are limited to unmarried women between the ages of 18 and 61 who have no postsecondary education, are not students, and
are not receiving disability benefits. The employment rates are for March of the specified year.

because of the widespread imposition of work require-
ments. In the years leading up to welfare reform, single
women without education beyond high school were
far less likely to be employed if they had a child (see
Figure 2-1).* From 1993 to 2000, though, the employ-
ment rate for less-educated single mothers increased by
16 percentage points (rising from 52 percent to 68 per-
cent), whereas the employment rate of their childless
counterparts increased by only 4 percentage points.
During those years, many states added work require-
ments to AFDC (from 1993 to 1996), all states transi-
tioned from AFDC to TANF (in 1997), and states that
did not have work requirements already in place started

imposing them in TANF (from 1997 to 1999).

other policy changes (see Box 2-1). Experimental evalu-
ations conducted in AFDC waiver programs during the
1990s indicate that work requirements similar to those in
TANF, when combined with increases in work supports,
increased the employment rate by about 5 percentage
points over five years.”

TANF’s work requirements have continued to boost
employment for the single parents who have entered the
program in recent years, according to the limited evi-
dence that is available. Since 2000, the employment rate
of single mothers without education beyond high school
has remained relatively steady, moving in tandem with

5. The experimental evaluations compared recipients who were
domly assigned to a combi
intensive job-search assistance, and additional subsidized

Although work requirements accounted for some of the
16 percentage-point increase in employment from 1993
to 2000, most of the increase was probably the result of

ion of work

child care with recipients of the standard array of assistance.
For a summary of the findings of thosc evaluations, sce Gayle
Hamilton and others, National Evaluation of Welfare-to-Work

Families of women without dependents are not ligible for

cash payments from TANF. Because such childless women are
largely unaffected by TANE, they are used as proxies for how the
cemployment and income of single mothers without education
beyond high school would have changed in the absence of welfare
reform.

Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration Rescarch
Corporation to the Department of Health and Human Services,
December 2001), p. 86, heeps://tinyutl.com/2p89s5ad. The
Congressional Budget Office estimated the employment effects
from evaluations of programs that focused on labor force
attachment because that is TANF’s focus.
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Box 2-1.

How Policy Changes Made to Means-Tested Programs During the 1990s

Affected Single Mothers’ Employment

To encourage employment and limit cash payments, policymak-
ers in the mid-1990s began making changes to the program that
would become Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF).
Probably the most well-known change was the imposition of work
requirements, which made the receipt of benefits contingent

on working or engaging in work-related activities. Those work
requirements are one of several components of TANF that con-
tributed to the rise in employment among single mothers in the
late 1990s. Other contributing changes include the following:

®  Afive-year lifetime limit on TANF’s cash payments.
Researchers have found evidence that the five-year lifetime
limit on cash payments contributed to the rise in employment,
even though no families could have reached that limit by
2000. Those researchers argue that the limit caused some
families to leave TANF for employment earlier so that they
could save some of their potential time in the program in case
of future hardship.!

= Aweakened disincentive to work. Benefits drop more slowly
as earnings increase under TANF than under its predecessor
program, Aid to Families With Dependent Children. Many

1. Francesca Mazzolari, “Welfare Use When Approaching the Time Limit,”
Journal of Human Resources, vol. 42, no. 3 (Summer 2007),
pp. 596-618, https://doi.org/10.3368/jhr.XLII.3.596; and Jeffrey Grogger,
“The Effects of Time Limits, the EITC, and Other Policy Changes on
Welfare Use, Work, and Income Among Female-Headed Families,” Review
of Economics and Statistics, vol. 85, no. 2 (May 2003}, pp. 334-408,
https://doi.org/10.1162/003465303765299891.

the rate of their childless counterparts. But the changes
to work requirements have been gradual enough that
their effects on employment are obscured by 20 years of
changes in the economy and other labor market policies.®

To bolster the available evidence, the Congressional
Budget Office analyzed Alabama's extension of its work
requirement to parents of young children and found
that it increased their employment rate by 11 percentage

6. The Urban Institute’s welfare rules database indicates that more
states have tightened work requirements than have loosened
them. Sce Urban Institute, “Welfare Rules Databook,” hetps://
wrd.urban.org/wrd/databook.cfm (accessed May 31, 2022).

states weakened that disincentive to work by reducing
the benefits available to families without eamings and by
allowing families to keep more of their benefits once their
eamnings rose.

& Additional funding for work supports. States shifted some
TANF funds from cash payments to work supports, including
subsidized child care and workforce development services.

Policy changes not directly related to TANF also boosted the
employment of single mothers. Of those changes, increases

in the Child Care Development Fund (CCDF) and the earned
income tax credit (EITC) probably contributed the most to their
rise in employment from 1993 to 2000.* Lawmakers substantially
increased the EITC in phases from 1994 to 1996, which elevated
the compensation that parents received for working and thus
boosted their incentive to work. Furthermore, lawmakers doubled
spending for the CCDF from 1993 to 2000; the additional sub-
sidized child care provided by that increase made employment
more feasible and profitable for some single mothers.

2. Rebecca M. Blank, “Evaluating Welfare Reform in the United States,” Journal
of Economic Literature, vol. 40, no. 4 (December 2002), pp. 1105-1166,
https://doi.org/10.1257/002205102762203576. That study suggests that the
rapid growth of the economy also contributed to the rise in employment.

w

For a description of the research on the effects of the EITC on the
employment of single mothers, see Diane Whitmore Schanzenbach and
Michael R. Strain, Employment Effects of the Earned Income Tax Credit:
Taking the Long View, Working Paper 28041 (National Bureau of Economic
Research, November 2020), www.nber.org/papers/w28041.

points.” That increase is similar in size to the increase of
10 percentage points that occurred during the first year

7. Alabama expanded the number of people subject to TANF’s work
requirement when it stopped providing exemptions to parents with
a child between the ages of 6 months and 11 months. In CBO’s
estimation, that expansion increased the employment rate among
participants who were newly subject to the work requirement by
about 4 percentage points in the year following their entry into
TANE. Because the requirement only applied to parents when their
child was between the ages of 6 months and 11 months, though,
participants were newly subject to the work requirement for only
about half of the first year. Had those participants never been
subject to the work requirement before the expansion and became
subject to it for the full year after the expansion, their employment
rate would have increased by about 9 percentage points in the first
year after entering the program, CBO estimates. For more details
about the methods CBO used for this analysis, see Appendix B.

13
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Figure 2-2.

Average Cash Income for Single Women With No Education Beyond High School,

by Presence of Children
Thousands of 2019 Dollars

25
Without Children

With Children

Pretax cash income of
less-educated single
mothers has changed
little, on average, despite
the addition of work
requirements in the 1990s.

0 L L L . L L
1989 1992 1995 1998 2001 2004 2007

2010 2013 2016 2019

Data source: Census Bureau, Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the Current Population Survey, from IPUMS-USA. See www.cbo.gov/

publication/57702/#data.

The data are by calendar year and are limited to unmartied women between the ages of 18 and 61 who have no postsecondary education, are not students, and

are not receiving disability benefits.

after parents entered the AFDC waiver experiments.®
However, the overall size of the increase in employment
was modest because TANF serves far fewer families than
AFDC did.” Research on the effects of recent changes to
work requirements made in other states is scant.

Income

Work requirements in TANF have had a small effect on
average income for single mothers. According to studies
from the 1990s, that is because increases in their earn-
ings and in the earned income tax credit roughly equaled

8. Sce Gayle Hamilton and others, National Evaluation of Welfare-
to-Work Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration
Rescarch Corporation to the Department of Health and Human

Services, December 2001), p. 352, https://tinyurl.com/2p89s5ad.

The employment effects shrank over time. CBO did not
have sufficient data to estimate the effect of Alabama’s TANF
expansion over a longer period.

9. In Alabama, TANF served only about 4 percent of single parents
in poverty during an average month in 2018. Nationally, TANF
served about 10 percent of that group, whereas AFDC served
about 77 percent of that group during the years leading up to
enactment of the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act.

reductions in cash payments and food assistance.’® Those
findings are consistent with trends in the data showing
that the average cash income of single mothers with no
education beyond high school has generally moved in
parallel with the average for their childless counterparts
over the past 30 years (see Figure 2-2).

The effect on the income of single mothers has probably
been uneven, though. In recent years, single mothers
who found work while in TANF saw their cash income
rise to an average of about $1,300 per month at the
point they left the program, but mothers who left the
program without a job had very little cash income."

Income of Former TANF Recipients Who Found Work.
About half of single mothers are employed when they
leave TANF, enabling some of their families to rise out
of poverty. Studies of families that left TANF in the late

10. Sce Gayle Hamilcon and others, National Evaluation of Welfare-
to-Work Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration
Rescarch Corporation to the Department of Health and Human
Services, December 2001), hetps://tinyurl.com/2p89s5ad.

11. For details on CBO’s analysis, scc Appendix B.



CHAPTER 2: EFFECTS OF WORK REQUIREMENTS ON PEOPLE’S EMPLOYMENT AND INCOME

109

'WORK REQUIREMENTS AND WORK SUPPORTS FOR RECIPIENTS OF MEANS-TESTED BENEFITS

Figure 2-3.

Sources of Income for Families of Single Women With Children 24 Months After They

Started Receiving Cash Assistance, by Year
Percentage of Families Receiving Income From the Specified Source
80

® AFDC/TANF
e ©
.
60
. After work requirements
. were added to cash
w0 L assistance programs,
* * . "
Employment ¢ e * recipients tended to find
* ° ° ° .
N * employment more quickly
. and stop receiving benefits
20 r sooner.
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Data source: Survey of Income and Program Participation. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

Data are limited to unmarried mothers between the ages of 18 and 61who received cash assistance from AFDC or TANF, are not students, and are not receiving

disability benefits.

Data are presented only for the years in which the sample size provided sufficient precision.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

1990s documented their income in subsequent years.
About half of the families with a working adult had
monthly cash income (in 2019 dollars) above $1,716,
which was the poverty threshold for a single parent with
two children in 2019. The primary source of that income
was the parent’s earnings, and some parents had a partner
with substantial earnings as well. Earnings for those fam-
ilies grew modestly in later years, on average.!?

Work requirements have raised the income of employed
single mothers by increasing how quickly they found

a job, which reduced the amount of time they spent

in AFDC/TANE Between the early stages of welfare
reform in 1993 and PRWORA’s implementation in
1997, the percentage of mothers who had earnings

24 months after entering the program rose from about

12. Those findings come from a summary of studies conducted in
12 states, although data generally were not available for all 12
states. Sce Gregory Acs and Pamela Loprest, Leaving Welfare:
Employment and Well-Being of Families That Lefi Welfare in the
Post-Entitlement Era (W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment
Rescarch, 2004), https://doi.org/10.17848/9781417550012.

31 percent to about 46 percent (sce Figure 2-3)."* That
increase in earnings boosted their income, but some of
the increase was offset by a decline in the cash payments
they received. From 1993 to 1997, the share of families
headed by single mothers who were still receiving cash
payments from AFDC/TANF 24 months after entering
the program fell from about 65 percent to about 35 per-
cent. Over the following years, most single mothers con-
tinued to leave the program within 24 months. About
half of those mothers had earnings. For most of them,
the increase in earnings was larger than the reduction in
benefits from leaving TANE In addition, about 25 per-
cent of single mothers who had earnings 24 months after
entering the program were still receiving cash payments.

Income of Families Without Earnings or Cash
Assistance. About half of single mothers are not

13. Federal law requires states to impose work requirements on
families within their first 24 months of receiving assistance.
For details, sce Appendix A, which compares the changes in
employment and benefits for single mothers in SNAP who were
not subject to work requirements.

15



110

46 WORK REQUIREMENTS AND WORK SUPPORTS FOR RECIPIENTS OF MEANS-TESTED BENEFITS JUNE 2022

Figure 2-4.

Sources of Cash Income for Families of Single Women With Children and
With No Education Beyond High School

Percentage of Families

100

80
Work But No
AFDC/TANF The portion of single
60 mothers without income
from cash assistance or
0 Work and work rose substantially in
AFDC/TANF the late 1990s and early
2000s and has stayed
20 elevated since then.
AFDC/TANF
But No Work No Work or
AFDC/TANF
0
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Data sources: Census Bureau, Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the Current Population Survey, from IPUMS-USA; Department of Health and Human
Services. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702/#data.

Data are by calendar year and are limited to unmarried mothers between the ages of 18 and 61 who have no postsecondary education, are not students, and
are not receiving disability benefits. The only sources of income considered are the mother’s employment and recurring cash assistance through TANF or its
predecessor, AFDC. Sources of income have been adjusted for errors in reporting.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

employed when they stop receiving cash assistance,

and the share of single mothers without earnings or
cash assistance from AFDC/TANF has risen substan-
tially since welfare reform began.'" Work requirements
have probably contributed to that increase in two

ways: Families that do not meet those requirements are
removed from TANE, and other families are deterred
from entering the program. However, the low levels of
participation in TANF appear to be primarily driven by
other changes made to AFDC/TANF by PRWORA.

14. One study found that TANF’s work requirements led to some
nonworking single mothers’ receiving more cash assistance
through Supplemental Security Income than they would have
through TANF. The prospect of losing TANF benefits because
of the work requirements appears to have led some mothers
to undertake the more strenuous application process for SSI,
which generally provides larger monthly payments than TANE.
Sce Lucie Schmidt and Purvi Sevak, “AFDC, SSI, and Welfare
Reform Aggressiveness: Cascload Reductions Versus Cascload
Shifting,” Journal of Human Resources, vol. 39, no. 3 (Summer
2004), pp. 792-812, heps://doi.org/10.3368/jhrXXXIX.3.792.

Trends in the Data. In the early 1990s, nearly all
less-educated single mothers received recurring cash pay-
ments if they had not worked for an extended period. As
the number of families recciving cash assistance plum-
meted, though, the share of less-educated single mothers
who did not have income from work or AFDC/TANF
rose from close to zero in 1993 to 9 percent in 2000,
CBO estimates (see Figure 2-4). Over that period, partic-
ipation in AFDC/TANF declined among those who had
earnings, so the portion of less-educated single moth-
ers who received cash payments fell by about 34 per-
centage points in total. In comparison, the portion of
less-educated single mothers who had earnings (whether
they participated in AFDC/TANF or not) increased by
about 14 percentage points from 1993 to 2000.

Opver the next two decades, the share of less-educated
single mothers who did not have income from work
or TANF continued growing, albeit more gradually.
Reductions in TANF receipt were no longer coun-
tered by substantial increases in employment, leaving
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one-in-seven less-educated single mothers without
income from work or TANF in 2019. (That estimate is
highly uncertain because of imprecision in the underly-
ing data.)"®

Sources of Income. In recent years, most single mothers
without earnings or cash assistance reported being in
deep poverty. They had little cash income, although they
typically received benefits through SNAP to purchase
food. About 39 percent of those mothers lived with an
adult who reported working, typically the children’s
(unwed) father. Other mothers reported receiving cash
from people who they did not live with or were not
related to; the most common forms of assistance were
child support (11 percent) and help from friends or rel-
atives (11 percent). The mothers might understate cash
income from those sources, which could help explain
why single mothers tend to report spending substantially
more income than they report receiving.'®

The Role of Work Requirements. Work requirements
probably increase the number of single mothers with-
out earnings or cash assistance by removing them from
TANF when they are not employed. Work requirements
can affect that number by changing the length of time
nonworking mothers reccive assistance and by changing
whether those mothers are employed when they stop
receiving assistance. The expansion of Alabama’s work
requirement in 2018 appears to have had little effect on
the latter variable, but it did reduce the length of time
families received assistance by about a month during

the first year after they entered the program, on average.
Thus, the work requirement probably caused the number
of families without carnings or cash assistance to increase
modestly. Other research finds evidence of a larger

15. The underreporting of earnings and cash assistance in houschold
surveys is well established. See Bruce D. Meyer and others,
“The Use and Misuse of Income Data and Extreme Poverty in
the United States,” Journal of Labor Economics, vol. 39, no. S1
(January 2021), pp. $5-358, htps://doi.org/10.1086/711227.
CBO adjusted downward the number of single mothers without
carnings on the basis of inconsistencies between multiple
interviews covering the same years. That adjustment decreased
the estimated number of families without income from work or
AFDC/TANF by 18 percent in 1993; by 2019, the size of that
adjustment had grown to 29 percent. In addition, CBO adjusted
the percentage of single mothers who receive recurring cash
payments so that it matched the administrative data.

1

N

Bruce D. Meyer and James X. Sullivan, “Changes in the
Consumption, Income, and Well-Being of Single Mother Headed
Families,” American Economic Review, vol. 98, no. 5 (December

2008), https://doi.org/10.1257/acr.98.5.2221.

increase in the number of such families stemming from
a more stringent work requirement implemented when
the labor market was weaker."” In addition, the AFDC
waiver experiments showed that work requirements
often increase the number of families in deep poverty,
and deep poverty is common among families without
carnings or cash assistance.'®

Although some single mothers end up disconnected
from employment and cash payments because they are
removed from TANF for not complying with its work
requirements, most are probably disconnected because
they do not apply for TANF or because their application
is rejected. Before welfare reform, most single mothers
whose income and assets were low enough to qualify for
recurring cash payments received that assistance. But
TANF participation among that group has fallen over
the past three decades, from about 80 percent to roughly
25 percent.'” Many single mothers with sufficiently low
income and assets are not entering the program because
they are ineligible for other reasons or because they do
not complete the application process.

‘Work requirements may have increased the number of
single mothers without earnings or cash assistance by
stopping some of them from enrolling in TANE. Work
requirements can reduce entry into TANF by discour-
aging parents from applying or by causing them to be
ineligible. The expansion of Alabama’s work requirement
does not appear to have had an immediate effect on

the number of families entering the program. Repeated
violation of the work requirement can lead to families’
being ineligible to enter the program for a year, however.
(Ten other states impose ineligibility periods of a year or
more for repeated violations of the work requirement; six
of those states permanently bar families from reentering
the program.) Thus, TANF’s work requirements proba-
bly reduce entry into the program by mothers without
carnings by removing them from the program when they
are not working and then barring their reentry. However,

17. Tazra Micchell, LaDonna Paverti, and Yixuan Huang, Life Affer
TANF in Kansas: For Most, Unsteady Work and Earnings Below
Half the Poverty Line (Center on Budget and Policy Priorities,
February 2018), https:/tinyurl.com/mpxsxkbj.

18. Stephen Freedman and others, National Evaluation of Welfare-
to-Work Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration
Rescarch Corporation to the Department of Health and Human
Services, June 2000), p. 199, hetps://tinyurl.com/38k9exce.

19. Linda Giannarelli, What Was the TANF Participation Rate in
20167 (Urban Institute, July 2019), https://tinyurl.com/3tny44sc.

17
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the low levels of participation in TANF appear to be pri-
marily driven by other changes made to AFDC/TANF
by PRWORA.

SNAP

The federal government places two work requirements
on adults in SNAP. First, most able-bodied nonelderly
adults who are not working at least 30 hours a weck or
caring for a child under age 6 must register for work—
that is, notify their state’s employment office that they
are available to work—and accept a suitable job if one
is offered. Second, able-bodied adults under the age of
50 who do not live with dependent children (so-called
ABAWD:s, or able-bodied adults without dependents)
are generally limited to 3 months of benefits in any
36-month period unless they are working at least

80 hours per month or in job training.

ABAWDs accounted for 7 percent of SNAP recipients
in 2019 and a larger percentage in years when many
localities waived the work requirement.”! Waiving of the
work requirement—mainly because of adverse economic
conditions—has occurred frequently over the past

14 years.” This report focuses on the work requirement
for ABAWD:s because of the lack of research on the
income and employment of other SNAP recipients who
must register for work.

Employment

The work requirement for ABAWD: slightly increases
the employment of the oldest of the workers who are
subject to it. Most studies of SNAP’s work requirement
compare employment of ABAWDs in their late 40s with
that of able-bodied adults without dependents who are

20. Fora summary of the other channels through which PRWORA
has reduced participation, scc Zachaty Parolin, “Decomposing
the Decline of Cash Assistance in the United States, 1993 to
2016.” Demography, vol. 58, no. 3 (April 2021), pp. 1119-1141,
https://doi.org/10.1215/00703370-9157471.

Supnl A

. Kathryn Cronquist, C stics of Sup itriti
Assistance Program Households: Fiscal Year 2019, SNAP-20-
CHAR (submitted by Mathematica Policy Rescarch to the
Deparement of Labor, March 2021), www.fns.usda.gov/snap/
characteristics-snap-houscholds-fy-2019.

2

22. The federal government waived the work requirement from April
2009 through Scptember 2010, and waivers remained in effect
in most of the country for a few years after that because of high
unemployment rates. Starting in April 2020, the Families First
Coronavirus Response Act compelled all states to waive the work
requirement by suspending it; that suspension will continue through
the month after the public health emergency declaration is lifted.

just over 49 because those two groups are similar in their
age and education but differ in whether they are sub-
ject to the work requirement. Using data for four states
(Colorado, Pennsylvania, Missouri, and Virginia), those
studies estimate that the employment rate is 1 to 4 per-
centage points higher among the group of ABAWDs
subject to the requirement.” SNAP participants between
the ages of 45 and 49 account for only about 15 percent
of workers who are subject to the work requirement,
though, so those findings might not apply more broadly.

SNAP’s work requirement might induce younger
ABAWD:s to work more, but it probably boosts employ-
ment less than TANF’s work requirements do. Younger
SNAP recipients might be more likely to seck employ-
ment because they will be ineligible for benefits for
more years if they do not (unlike, say, a recipient who

is 48 and thus subject to the work requirement for only
two more years). SNAP’s work requirement is proba-
bly less effective than TANF’s requirement, however,
because most SNAP recipients do not receive intensive
case-management services. Those services, typically pro-
vided one on one by a caseworker, can boost the effec-
tiveness of work requirements by monitoring progress,
assigning work supports, and providing job referrals.
One study of unemployment insurance found that a
40-minute meeting with a caseworker reduced the dura-
tion of unemployment by 5 percent, on average.”

Income

SNAP’s work requirement probably reduces the average
income of ABAWD:s by causing many of them to stop
receiving benefits. Studies of recipients who are near the
age of 50 found that the work requirement reduced the
number of ABAWD:s receiving benefits by 22 percent,
31 percent, and 53 percent in Pcnnsylvania, Missouri,
and Virginia, respectively. (The work requirement did
not appear to change the number of ABAWDs receiv-
ing benefits in Colorado.) Most of those ABAWDs

lost SNAP benefits because they did not demonstrate

23. Colin Gray and others, Employed in a SNAP? The Impact of
Work Requis on Program Participation and Labor Supply,
Social Science Research Network working paper (August 2020),
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.3676722; and Laura Wheaton
and others, The Impact of SNAP Able-Bodied Adults Without
Dependents (ABAWD) Time Limit Reinstatement in Nine States
(Urban Institute, June 2021), https://go.usa.gov/xtYxE.

24. Amclic Schiprowski, “The Rolc of Caseworkers in
Unemployment Insurance: Evidence From Unplanned Abscnces,”
Journal of Labor Economics, vol. 38, no. 4 (August 2020),
pp. 1189-1225, hecps://doi.org/ 10.1086/706092.
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sufficient participation in work-related activities. That
reduction in benefits appears larger than the increase in
carnings among the smaller percentage of ABAWDs who
worked more because of the work requirement.

SNAP’s work requirement results in many ABAWDs
having very low income because SNAP benefits had been
their primary source of income. Most ABAWDs who
stop receiving benefits from SNAP have few or no other
sources of income, and many of them are homeless.”>
Only about 30 percent of ABAWD:s have any carnings—
and none of those people are eligible to receive cash
payments through TANE? (In contrast, most TANF
recipients who lose cash payments because of noncom-
pliance with the program’s work requirements still receive
full SNAP benefits because they are not ABAWDs.)

Medicaid

Although federal law does not impose any work require-
ments on Medicaid recipients, states have sought waivers
to do so. In 2018, the Trump Administration began
approving requests from states to waive the entitle-
ment to Medicaid in order to experiment with work
requirements. Most of the waivers required ABAWDs

to perform work-related activities for at least 80 hours

a month to retain their health insurance coverage. The
Administration approved waivers for 11 states, but
implementation has been halted for various reasons: The
courts set aside four of the approvals, six waivers have
not been implemented, and the only state that imple-
mented a work requirement in 2020 suspended it after
two months because of the pandemic. (In 2021, the
Biden Administration rescinded all the approvals.)

Employment

States’ limited experience with work requirements in
Medicaid indicates that they cause a substantial portion
of adults who are not exempt from them to lose cover-
age, and they appear to have little effect on employment.
Only Arkansas had a work requirement in place for more
than a few months—from June 2018 to March 2019,

when it was st aside by the courts. Under that require-
ment, ABAWDs lost Medicaid coverage if they did

not document sufficient hours spent in work-related
activities for three months in the same year. Over the
seven months of 2018 that the requirement was in effect,
about 23 percent of Medicaid recipients who were sub-
ject to it lost coverage for failure to comply.

Researchers who designed and conducted a phone survey
targeted at measuring employment among Medicaid
recipients in Arkansas after the work requirement

took effect found mixed results. The employment rate
decreased slightly using one statistical approach and
increased a bit using another approach; in both cases,
though, the sample size was too small to rule out no
change or a sizable change.”

Income and Expenses

Arkansas’ work requirement probably reduced families
resources overall because it caused a large reduction in
Medicaid coverage. In addition, the number of hours
that recipients worked did not appear to increase, which
suggests that their carnings did not rise. The targeted
phone survey used by researchers to measure employ-
ment indicates that the work requirement substantially
increased the number of adults who were uninsured by
terminating their Medicaid coverage. Instead of having
most of their medical care covered by Medicaid, many of
the affected adults had to pay for most of it themselves.
The work requirement appears to have roughly doubled
the portion of those adults who reported having serious
problems paying their medical bills, according to the
researchers.”®

The combination of a large reduction in Medicaid reccipt
and a small or negligible effect on employment among
adults subject to the work requirement might have been
driven by two factors. First, many employed participants
might have been unaware of the requirement, or they
might have found it onerous to demonstrate compliance.
The targeted survey indicates that about 35 percent of

27"' in D.

and others, “Medicaid Work

25. Lauta Wheaton and others, Zhe Impact of SNAP Able-Bodied
Adults Without Dependents (ABAWD) Time Limit Rei

R Results From the First Year in Arkansas,” New

in Nine States (Urban Institute, June 2021), https://go.usa.gov/
xtYxE.

Ni

26. Kathryn Cronquist, C/ of Si
Assistance Program Households: Fiscal Year 2019, SNAP-20-
CHAR (submitted by Mathematica Policy Rescarch to the
Department of Labor, March 2021), www.fns.usda.gov/snap/
characteristics-snap-houscholds-fy-2019.

I:nq/ami]ﬂumala/Mrd/rzm vol. 381, no. 11 (September 2019),
pp. 1073-1082, http://dx.doi.org/10.1056/NEJMsr1901772.

2

®

Benjamin D. Sommers and others, “Medicaid Work
Requirements in Arkansas: Two-Year Impacts on Coverage,
Employment, and Affordability of Care,” Health Affairs,
vol. 39, no. 9 (September 2020), pp. 1522-1530,
https://doi.org/10.1377/hlthaff.2020.00538.

19
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Medicaid recipients in the age range subject to the work could explain why only about 9 percent of Medicaid
requirement were not aware of it. Second, other stud- recipients who needed to demonstrate compliance filed a
ies have shown that even modest increases in the effort report. (In most cases, the administrators of the program
required to demonstrate eligibility for means-tested were able to verify that recipients were in compliance
benefits can cause large declines in the number of recip- without contacting them.)

ients.” A lack of awareness and burdensome reporting

29. Manasi Deshpande and Yue Li, “Who Is Screened Out?
Application Costs and the Targeting of Disability Programs,”
American Economic Journal: Economic Policy, vol. 11, no. 4
(November 2019), pp. 213-248, heeps://doi.org/10.1257/
pol.20180076.
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Chapter 3: Effects of Work Supports on
People’s Employment and Income

Two of the most common ways that the federal govern-
ment supports WDrk among participants in T&mporary
Assistance for Needy Families, the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program, and Medicaid are by
subsidizing child care and funding workforce devel-
opment services. Those work supports can boost the

employment of recipients and thus increase their income.

Employment gains among program participants might
hold down employment among people who do not have
access to those work supports, though, because they
compete for the same types of jobs.

Subsidized Child Care

The federal government primarily funds subsidized child
care through the Child Care Development Fund, which
the states administer. The CCDF provides subsidies to
low-income families who are working or preparing to
work. Recipients pay about 5 percent of their income
for child care, on average, and the subsidy covers the
remainder.

The most compelling research on the effects of subsi-
dized child care on employment and income comes
from a study of Child Care Development Block Grant
recipients. That study’s findings can be extrapolated to
recipients in TANF, SNAP, and Medicaid. Subsidized
child care confers two main benefits: It increases earn-
ings by enabling recipients to work more, and it boosts
consumption by reducing the amount recipients spend
on child care.

Employment

Subsidized child care has boosted the employment of
low-income single parents, who represent about 80 per-
cent of CCDF recipients. Most data do not indicate the
direction of causality—that is, whether people are work-
ing because they are recciving a subsidy or receiving a
subsidy because they are working. The latter explanation
probably prevails often in states that have employment
as an eligibility requirement, but the subsidies boost
employment in other instances.

One study addresses that issue by recording whether sin-
gle mothers were working before they applied for subsi-
dized child care. The researchers found that the subsidies
provided by the Child Care Development Block Grant—
now a major component of the CCDF—increased the
employment rate of single mothers with very low income
by 8 to 25 percentage points.' That research is based on a
1988 survey of single mothers in Kentucky who did not
have to work to reccive cash payments.

The Congress boosted CCDF funding in March 2018,
allowing many states to substantially decrease the
length of their waitlists for subsidized child care.? By
February 2020, there was one wait-listed child for every
12 children who received a CCDF subsidy.? Additional
funding for subsidized child care would probably benefit
participants in Medicaid and SNAP and increase their
employment more than it would assist participants in
TANE. That is because most states already give priority
for child care subsidies to parents who are subject to
TANF’s work requirements.

Recent boosts to CCDF funding probably have increased
employment less than might be suggested by the
Kentucky study. As that study demonstrates, applicants
are more likely to work once they get through the waitlist
for subsidized child care, but the potential to increase
employment by reducing waitlists has diminished because
the lists have gotten shorter. Shorter waitlists indicate that
fewer parents have been delaying work because child care
subsidies are not available. However, because some states

1. Mark C. Berger and Dan A. Black, “Child Care
Subsidies, Quality of Care, and the Labor Supply of
Low-Income, Single Mothers,” Review of Economics and
Statistics, vol. 74, no. 4 (November 1992), pp. 635-642,
hetpsi//doi.org/10.2307/2109377.

2. Consolidated Appropriations Act of 2018, Public Law 115-141.

3. Those findings are CBO’s analysis of data from Karen Schulman,
On the Precipice: State Child Care Assistance Policies 2020
(National Women’s Law Center, May 2021), https://tinyurl.com/
yeksszu2 (PDE, 2.4 MB).
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continue to use increases in CCDF funding to reduce
their waitlists, such funding continues to boost employ-

ment, although the effect is probably small.

In addition to reducing waitlists, states have responded
to the recent boost in CCDF funding by expanding
eligibility to families with higher income and by reduc-
ing the amount recipients pay out of pocket for child
care. Research indicates that such policies do not increase
employment as much as subsidies that are provided to
single parents with very low income.*

Income and Expenses

Subsidized child care substantially increases the resources
available to some low-income families. It boosts earnings
for some single parents by enabling them to work, and it
bolsters consumption for some parents who would have
worked anyway by reducing the amount they spend on
child care.

The average subsidy funded by CCDF is about $500 per
month, which is about one-third of the average monthly
income for a single parent and child at the poverty
threshold. The size of the average increase in resources
from subsidized child care is much harder to determine
and highly uncertain because researchers have provided
lictle indication of how many recipients would have
purchased child care in the absence of the subsidy. In
many instances, the subsidy probably had little effect on
a family’s resources because it replaced care that would
have been provided by a relative for little or no charge.
About 68 percent of working single parents who were in
TANE, SNAP, or Medicaid received free informal care in
an average week from 2013 through 2016, typically from
a child’s grandparent.® In contrast, only about 23 percent
of families in those programs were paying for child care

4. The cost of unsubsidized child care is less likely to deter
higher-income parents from working. A randomized controlled
trial conducted on families near the poverty line found that a
substantial reduction in the percentage of income recipients
had to pay for child care had no effect on their employment or
carnings. See Charles Michalopoulos, Effects of Reducing Child
Care Subsidy Copayments in Washington State, OPRE 2011-2
(submitted by MDRC to the Department of Health and Human
Services, June 2010), https://tinyurl.com/mumukvfk.

5. In the survey, respondents were asked about their child care usage
in a typical weck in the fall each year. The amounts cited are
based on CBO’s analysis of data from the Survey of Income and
Program Participation. The analysis was limited to recipients with
a child under age 13; those families account for almost all CCDF
recipients.

without any subsidy during those years, and that share
has probably decreased as a result of the CCDF’s recent
expansions.

Workforce Development Services

This report focuses on three common types of workforce
development services: job-search assistance, job training,
and subsidized employment. Researchers have typically
analyzed how those services affect the employment and
income of TANF recipients and participants in two of
the largest workforce development programs, the Adult
and Dislocated Worker programs. Participants in those
two programs are broadly similar to the able-bodied
nonelderly adults in SNAP and Medicaid in that many
of them have low income, little education, and sporadic
employment.®

Job-Search Assistance

Intensive job-search assistance increases employment
and income. In the 2010s, the Department of Labor
(DOL) conducted a national experimental evaluation

of the intensive job-search assistance provided through
the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs.” In the year
following the receipt of assistance, people who had been
assigned to intensive job-search assistance and counseling
earned about $2,200 (or 18 percent) more, on average,
than people who had only been given access to online
tools and literature with little direct assistance from staff.
(The experiment did not evaluate the effects of that less
intensive assistance.)

That substantial increase in earnings resulted from a
combination of a higher employment rate and better
paying jobs. The gains from intensive job-search assistance
could be smaller among participants in TANF, SNAP,

and Medicaid because they face more barriers to employ-
ment, such as not having graduated from high school. But
intensive job-search assistance appears to also have boosted
the employment of less-educated recipients in the Aid to
Families With Dependent Children’s experimental evalu-
ations. Intensive job-search assistance was a component of

6. Fora description of the characteristics of participants in
the Adult and Dislocated Worker programs, sce Kenneth
Fortson and others, Providing Public Workforce Services to
Job Seckers: 30-Month Impact Findings on the WIA Adult
and Dislocated Worker Programs (submitted by Mathematica
Policy Rescarch to the Department of Labor, May 2017),
https://tinyurl.com/2p8kkbvs.

7. Ibid.
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all the experimental evaluations of AFDC work require-
ments that were found to boost employment.®

Job Training

Job training provided by the Adult and Dislocated
Worker programs has not been shown to increase partic-
ipants’ employment or earnings. DOLs national experi-
mental evaluation found that recipients of such training
tended to earn less during the training period than peo-
ple who were provided job-search assistance immediately.
In addition, after the training and job-search assistance
were completed, the earnings of those two groups were
similar, on average. Likewise, experimental evaluations
of AFDC recipients indicate that programs focusing on
immediate job-search assistance generally boost employ-
ment and earnings more than programs that first provide
vocational training or education.’

One possible explanation is that the training did not
align well with the demands of local employers. In
DOVLs experiment, only about 40 percent of partici-
pants in occupation-specific training found a job in that
occupation.' Since DOL conducted its evaluation, the
Congress has made several modifications to those pro-
grams that are intended to better align job training with
the needs of local employers.™

Recent research demonstrates that job training provided
by smaller programs can increase employment and
income when it focuses on occupations that are in high

8. Gayle Hamilton and othets, National Evaluation of Welfare-
to-Work Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration
Rescarch Corporation to the Department of Health and Human
Services, December 2001), https://tinyurl.com/2p89s5ad.

9. Fora summary of the findings of many studies on job training,
see Gayle Hamilton, Improving Employment and Earnings for
TANF Recipients, OPRE Bricf 6 (Urban Institute, March 2012),
hetps://tinyurl.com/yc346ddyv. For a study that found evidence of
long-term benefits from job training, sec V. Joseph Hotz, Guido
W. Imbens, and Jacob A. Klerman, “Evaluating the Differential
Effects of Alternative Welfare-to-Work Training Components:

A Reanalysis of the California GAIN Program,” Journal of
Labor Economics, vol. 24, no. 3 (July 2006), pp. 521-566,
hetps://doi.org/10.1086/505050.

o

. Kenneth Fortson and others, Providing Public Workforce Services
10 Job Seekers: 30-Month Impact Findings on the WIA Adult and
Dislocated Worker Programs (report submitted by Mathematica
Policy Rescarch to the Department of Labor, May 2017),
hetps://tinyurl.com/2p8kkbvs.

11. Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014, Public Law
113-128, www.congtess.gov/bill/1 1 3th-congress/house-bill/803.

demand locally and that have the potential for career
advancement." Such programs differ from the Adult and
Dislocated Worker programs in that they are admin-
istered by community-based organizations. Whether
those programs would increase employment and income
if implemented on a national scale is unclear. But the
findings suggest that the Congresss recent attempts to
focus job training on the needs of local employers may
have led to federally provided job training that increases
participants’ employment and income.

Subsidized Employment

The federal government provides funding for subsidized
employment to the states, which use it to temporarily
cover some or all of the costs of compensation paid by a
participant’s employer (usually a private firm). That strat-
egy has been used to boost employment during reces-
sions and to help participants with few skills progress
toward unsubsidized employment.

Subsidized employment increases workers” employment
and carnings, though the gains are usually temporary.
Many recipients of subsidized employment would not
have been employed otherwise, either because jobs
were scarce or because they lacked job skills. The sub-
sidies boosted their income by raising their carnings.
Most studies have found that those gains disappeared
once the subsidies ended.” However, an evaluation of
13 recent programs found that 6 of them generated more
persistent and substantial increases in earnings for the
affected workers.

12. Lawrence E Katz and others, Why Do Sectoral Employment
Programs Work? Lessons From WorkAdvance, Working Paper 28248
(National Burcau of Economic Rescarch, December 2020),
www.nber.org/papers/w28248.

13. David Butler and others, What Strategies Work for the Hard-
to-Employ? Final Resulis of the Hard-to-Employ Demonstration
and Evaluation Project and Selected Sites From the Employment
Retention and Advancement Project, OPRE Report 2012-08
(submitted by MDRC to the Department of Health and Human
Services, March 2012), heeps:/cinyurl.com/49d46rsh; and
Erin Jacobs and Dan Bloom, Alternative Employment Strategies
[for Hard-to-Employ TANF Recipients: Final Results From a Test
of Transitional Jobs and P ) Services in Philadelph
OPRE Report 2011-19 (submitted by MDRC to the
Department of Health and Human Services, December 2011),
https://tinyurl.com/bxyypzte.

14. Danielle Cummings and Dan Bloom, Can Subsidized
Employment Programs Help Disadvantaged Job Seckers? A Synthesis
of Findings From Evaluations of 13 Programs, OPRE Report
2020-23 (submitted by MDRC to the Department of Health and
Human Services, February 2020), https://tinyurl.com/bdf2bfcf.
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Chapter 4: Factors That Affect How
Work Requirements and Work Supports
Change People’s Employment and Income

The extent to which work requirements and work
supports boost employment and income probably
depends on many factors. When policymakers consider
proposals that aim to increase employment and income
among participants of means-tested programs through
work requirements or work supports, it is important to
consider three factors—the extent to which participants
are already engaged in work-related activities, barriers to
work, and economic conditions—and how those factors
could change over time.

Employment, training, and job-search assistance are
already widespread among some groups of participants in
means-tested programs, which limits the extent to which
work requirements can raise employment. Many program
participants who are not engaged in work-related activities
report having multiple conditions that make employment
difficult, such as health issues or child care responsibili-
ties.! The ability of low-income adults to find and keep
employment also depends on the health of the economy.

Participation in Work-Related

es in the Absence of Work
Requirements and Work Supports

The ability of work requirements and work supports

to boost the employment of recipients is limited by

the extent to which the recipients would participate in
work-related activities in the absence of those provi-
sions. Because of that constraint, expansions of work
requirements and work supports in the Supplemental
Nutrition Assistance Program or Medicaid could be less
effective than that expansion was decades eatlier in the
Aid to Families With Dependent Children program. In
1993, about 55 percent of AFDC recipients reported not
working, searching for work, training for a job, or being a
student (see Figure 4-1). In contrast, from 2013 through

1. Elderly people and people who receive disability benefis through
Supplemental Sccurity Income or Social Secutity are excluded from
this analysis because they arc exempt from work requirements.

2016, about 30 percent of SNAP and Medicaid recipients
reported not participating in at least one of those activ-
ities. Because the employment rate among SNAP and
Medicaid recipients is much higher than it was for AFDC
recipients, it has less room to increase further.

‘When work requirements are added to programs in
which many recipients are already working enough hours
to meet the requirements, they are likely to reduce recip-
ients’ total income. That is because those requirements
are unlikely to increase their earnings but can reduce the
benefits they receive. Employed adults must document
their compliance with the work requirements (typically
each month or every few months), a process that can be
arduous and time-consuming. Some employed adults lose
their benefits because they do not submit the required
information, cither because they find doing so too oner-
ous or because they are not aware of the requirement.”
Thus, when work requirements are imposed on recipients
among whom employment is more common—such as
those in SNAP and Medicaid—the reduction in benefits
is more likely to exceed any increase in earnings.

2. Resecarch has shown that many families whose income
appears low enough for them to qualify for SNAP do
not receive benefits because they do not adhere to the
requirements for demonstrating that their income is low
enough. However, that research does not examine whether
the work requirement for able-bodied adults without
dependents creates additional reporting requirements that
lead to more eligible adults losing their benefits. See Colin
Gray, “Leaving Benefits on the Table: Evidence From SNAR”
Journal of Public Economics, vol. 179 (November 2019),
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpubeco.2019.104054; and Tatiana
Homonoff and Jason Somerville, “Program Recertification
Costs: Evidence From SNAR” American Economic Journal:
Economic Policy, vol. 13, no. 4 (November 2021), pp. 271-298,
https://doi.org/10.1257/pol.20190272. When Arkansas
instituted a work requirement for Medicaid recipients, it
substantially increased the frequency with which some adult
recipients had to demonstrate continued eligibility, which
probably led to a loss of Medicaid coverage among working
adults.
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Figure 4-1.

Work-Related Activities of Adult Recipients of Assistance, by Program
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Data source: Survey of Income and Program Participation. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702/data.

Data are limited to recipients between the ages of 18 and 61who were not receiving disability benefits.

Some recipients are engaged in multiple activities. They are included in the lowest applicable segment of the bar and not in higher segments.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. Recipients are defined as not working or preparing to work if they report not working, searching for work, being in a job-training program, or being in school.

Barriers to Work

Work requirements are less likely to lead to employment
and more likely to reduce income, including benefits,
when applied to people who have conditions that make it
difficult to find and keep a job. Participants in Temporary
Assistance for Needy Families, SNAP, and Medicaid who
are not working or preparing to work often report having
such conditions.* Many of them report having a disability
that limits their ability to work, such as physical or men-
tal health issues. Other common barriers to employment
include caring for young children or not having a high
school diploma or equivalent degree.*

In a 2014 survey, about 70 percent of recipients in
TANF and SNAP who were not working or preparing to
work reported having at least one barrier to employment,
and about 20 percent reported having more than one
(see Figure 4-2). Such barriers were also common among

3. CBO used data from the 2014 Survey of Income and Program
Participation to examine barriers to employment among recipients.

4. Parents were classified as caring for a young child if they had a child
under the age of 6 and were a single parent or had a working spouse.

their counterparts in Medicaid, but less so. Under the
stringent work requirements in TANF, recipients who
report having those barriers are much less likely to be
employed when they leave the program. The employ-
ment rate for former TANF recipients who report having
multiple barriers to employment is about 35 percent,
compared with about 70 percent for former recipients
who report having none of those employment barriers.

Work supports can have a larger effect on employment
when they are directed at people who face barriers to find-
ing and keeping jobs instead of all participants. For exam-
ple, subsidized child care can boost employment more
when it is targeted at people who are not working because
they cannot afford adequate care. In contrast, extending
child care subsidies to people with higher income would
probably have a smaller effect on employment because
those people are more likely to be able to afford child

care without a subsidy. Similarly, job training can boost
employment more when it is directed at people who are
unlikely to find a job because they lack marketable skills.
Of the 11 approaches to getting AFDC recipients work-
ing that were evaluated in the 1990, the largest increase
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Figure 4-2.

Barriers to Employment Among Adult Recipients of Assistance
Who Are Not Engaged in Work-Related Activities, by Program

Percent
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Data source: Survey of Income and Program Participation, 2014. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

Data are limited to recipients between the ages of 18 and 61who were not receiving disability benefits, working, searching for work, or in school.

SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. The barriers to employment reflected in the data are having a work-limiting disability, not having a high school diploma or equivalent degree, and having a

child younger than 6 while being a single parent or having a working spouse.

in employment came from assigning the most disadvan-
taged participants to training before they began searching
for a job.> However, even in that program many people
remained unemployed, which is indicative of the limits of
both work requirements and work supports.

A 2015 survey of SNAP recipients provides detailed
data on the barriers to employment faced by recipients
of means-tested benefits.® As in the 2014 survey, physi-
cal and mental health issues are pervasive among those
recipients. They constitute the most common barrier to
employment, even though recipients of Supplemental
Security Income and Social Security were excluded
from the survey (see Figure 4-3). The 2015 survey also

5. Gayle Hamilton and others, National Evaluation of Welfare-
to-Work Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation to the Department of Health and Human
Services, December 2001), https:/tinyurl.com/2p89s5ad.

6. Gretchen Rowe, Elizabeth Brown, and Brian Estes, SNAP
Employment and Training (EST) Characteristics Study:
Final Report (submitted by Mathematica Policy Rescarch
to the Department of Agriculture, October 2017),
https://go.usa.gov/xtgYQ.

excluded recipients who were caring for an incapacitated
adult or a child under age 6 or who were participating in
adrug or alcohol treatment program; still, 11 percent of
respondents reported a lack of child care as a barrier to
employment, indicating that not having access to before-
and after-school care can limit employment. Other
reported barriers, such as a lack of education or trans-
portation, could be addressed by workforce development
programs. Overall, about 79 percent of the surveyed
SNAP recipients reported facing at least one barrier to
employment, and 48 percent reported more than one.

Economic Conditions

When economic conditions are poor, work requirements
can have adverse effects on participants in means-tested
programs. In particular, those requirements can sub-
stantially reduce program participation while boosting
employment only a little, and they can reduce average
income because the lost benefits are not offset by addi-
tional earnings. When jobs become harder to find, work
requirements are difficult to meet through employment.
At those times, if the requirements are not eased, they
put families at greater risk of losing benefits before they
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Figure 4-3.
Barriers to Employment for Selected Recipients of SNAP
Percent
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Data source: Department of Agriculture. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

Data are limited to SNAP recipients who had to register for work. Thus, the data probably exclude most adults who are receiving disability benefits, caring for an
incapacitated adult or a dependent child under age 6, or participating in a drug or alcohol treatment program.

SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program.

can find work—and they are less likely to spur recipients
to find work.

In recent years, TANF’s work requirements have
probably reduced the average income of recipients
during periods of high unemployment. To examine

the effects of work requirements during such periods,
the Congressional Budget Office used data from the
Department of Health and Human Services that cover
2012 through 2018.7 Like other job seckers, parents in
TANF find jobs far less frequently when the local unem-
ployment rate is elevated. Yet the rate at which those
parents lose cash payments does not decline substantially
at such times.® Instead, states terminate more families’
benefits for violations of the work requirements (see
Figure 4-4). Those terminations probably contribute to
fewer families’ being employed when they stop receiving
cash payments, which leads to lower income. Between

7. Fordetails on CBO’s analysis, see Appendix B.

8. Before 1993 (when the work requirement was imposed), AFDC
recipients tended to stay in the program longer when the
unemployment rate was high. See Hilary Hoynes, “Local Labor
Markets and Welfare Spells: Do Demand Conditions Matter?”
Review of Economics and Statistics, vol. 82, no. 3 (August 2000),
pp. 351-368, hetps://doi.org/10.1162/003465300558812.

2012 and 2018, the average cash income of families in
the month they stopped receiving assistance was $485 (in
2019 dollars) when the unemployment rate was 6 per-
cent or higher, compared with $697 during periods of

lower unemployment.

During economic downturns, policymakers are some-
times able to waive or reduce work requirements to
lessen the negative effects on recipients” employment and
income. Federal law allows states to waive SNAP’s work
requirement for able-bodied adults without dependents,
for example, in areas where the unemployment rate
exceeds 10 percent or is more than 20 percent above the
national average. In addition, policymakers temporarily
reduced the work requirements in TANF and SNAP
during the 2020 recession.” But TANF has fixed fund-
ing that constrains states’ ability to provide benefits to

9. HHS notified state administrators that it would “grant reasonable
cause exceptions... to the maximum extent possible” for 2020;
sce Department of Health and Human Services, Administration
for Children and Families, “TANF-ACF-PI-2020-01 (Questions
and answers About TANF and the Coronavirus Discase 2019
[COVID-19] Pandemic),” March 2020, hetps:i//go.usa.gov/
xtgge. In addition, the Families First Coronavirus Response Act
suspended the work requirement for ABAWDs through the
month after the public health emergency declaration s lifted.
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Figure 4-4.

Employment and Access to Benefits for Families of Single Adults With Children

Who Left TANF, by Local Unemployment Rate
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Data source: Department of Health and Human Services, 2012 through 2018. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57022/ data.

The analysis is generally limited to the families of single women with children who are subject to the federal work standard and who live in one of the nine states

for which CBO has adequate data.

families for a longer period by relaxing its work require-
ments during economic downturns. Ninety-five percent
of federal funding for TANF is provided through the
State Family Assistance Grant, which remains at about
$16.5 billion regardless of economic conditions. Thus, it
is more difficult for states to fund extended TANF bene-
fits in response to an increase in economic hardship than
it is for states to expand assistance through SNAP or
Medicaid, both of which generally receive enough federal
funding to provide benefits to all eligible people.

When economic conditions deteriorate, some work
supports probably become more effective than others

at boosting employment. Subsidized employment and
job training, for instance, can build skills at times when
participants are unlikely to gain experience through an
unsubsidized job because so few are available. (When
jobs are plentiful, those work supports are probably more
likely to replace unsubsidized employment.) In contrast,
subsidized child care might boost employment less when
jobs are scarce. That is because fewer of the people who
would work more if they received subsidized child care
would be able to find additional work.
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Chapter 5: Options for Changing
Work Requirements and Work Supports

Changing the stringency of work requirements and fund-
ing for work supports would affect the employment and
income of the families served by Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families, the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program, and Medicaid. By altering pro-

gram participation and average benefit amounts, policy
changes could also affect federal spending.’

The Congressional Budget Office has examined seven
options that policymakers could pursue to expand or
reduce work requirements or work supports. The options
are assumed to take effect at the beginning of fiscal year
2023. This report gives CBO’s conclusions about the
options’ broad effects on participation, employment,
income, and spending. In many cases, the magnitude of
the effects is highly uncertain.

Two Options That Would Expand
Work Requirements

CBO examined two of the many ways in which lawmak-
ers could expand work requirements to promote employ-
ment and reduce federal spending (see Table 5-1, top
panel). In general, expanding work requirements would
cause some newly covered recipients to work more, and
most of those recipients would see their earnings rise by
more than their benefits fell. But other recipients would
be left without earnings or benefits because they did

not comply with the new requirements. The reduction
in benefits would lower federal spending if the work
requirements were imposed on recipients of SNAP or
Medicaid because the federal government funds a fixed
percentage of those benefits.

Require Able-Bodied Medicaid Recipients
Without Dependents to Work

The first option that CBO examined would require all
states to impose work requirements on their Medicaid

1. Insome cases, changes to a program can affect spending on other
programs in addition to spending on the changed program. For
example, policies that increased the cash payments provided
through TANF would reduce the benefits provided through
SNAP. Changes in spending on other programs are not included
in the estimates of costs provided in this analysis.

recipients. Under this policy, which would be similar

to the requirements imposed in Arkansas, able-bodied
adults who have no dependents and who are between
the ages of 19 and 49 would lose Medicaid coverage if
they did not participate in work-related activities for at
least 80 hours per month for three or more months over
the course of a year. Adults would be exempt from the
requirements if they have dependents, receive bene-

fits from Supplemental Security Income or Disability
Insurance, are pregnant, or have certain mental or physi-
cal health conditions. In addition to employment, hours
spent in school, training for a job, searching for a job, or
performing community service would count toward the
80-hour minimum. About 30 million people would be
potentially subject to the work requirements cach year,
though many of them would qualify for an exemption.

This option would substantially increase the amount that
people who lost Medicaid coverage would pay out of
pocket for medical services, and it would increase employ-
ment very slightly. By CBO’s estimate, a very small por-
tion of adults who were subject to the new requirements
would work more hours to avoid losing insurance through
Medicaid. Employment would not increase much because
many Medicaid recipients have limited access to work sup-
ports and do not receive intensive case-management ser-
vices. For every recipient who worked more, several recip-
ients would lose Medicaid coverage because they failed to
demonstrate compliance, and many of those adults would
become uninsured. They would forgo some health care
and pay more out of pocket for the care they did use, leav-
ing them with less money to spend on nonmedical goods
and services, on average. The increase in medical expenses
from the loss of insurance coverage under this option is far
more certain than the change in employment.

This option would decrease federal spending by about
$135 billion from 2023 to 2031, CBO estimates. Spending
would fall by about $15 billion per year, on average,
because about 2.2 million adults would lose Medicaid cov-
erage. That reduction in enrollment represents a substantial
portion of the adults who would be subject to the work
requirements. (Many other adults would be exempt.)
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With a Child Younger Than One
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Tabte 5-1.
Effects of Particular Options That Would Change Work Requirements
Number
of People
Potentially Effect on People Subject to the Ch
Subject to the REELLAL b i Effect on Federal
Change per Percent Income and Spending,
QOption Year Employed Expenses 202310 2031

Expand Work Requirements
Require Able-Bodied Medicald About Very small  About 2.2 million adults per year would lose Decrease by
Recipients Without Dependents to 30 miflion increase  Medicaid coverage, which would increase $135 biilion
Work thelr health care spending, on average
Expand SNAP’s Work Requirement About Modest Average incame would decline; many families Spending on benefits
While Providing More Employment 10 mitiion increase would have very low Income, but some would decrease, but
and Training Services famities would have higher earnings administrative costs

would increase

Reduce Work Requirements
Eliminate Hours-Workad Crit About Small Average incame would increase; some adults Increase
ABAWDS’ Continued SNAP El 5 mittion decrease would have lower eamings, but the number

of adults with very low income would decline
substantially

Prohibit States From Imposing TANFs About Modest Average income would change little, but Unchanged
Work Requirements on Single Parents 50,000 decrease  fewer families wouid have very low income

Source: Congressional Budget Office.
The options would be implemented at the beginning of 2023,

The hours-worked criteria limits ABAWDs to 3 months of benefits in any 36-month period if they are not working at feast 20 hours per week or in job training.

ABAWD = able-bodied adult without dependents; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. Many of those people would be exempt from the expanded work requirements because they fall Into certain categorles (for example, caring for an
ncapacitated person) or, for SNAP, because they five in an area with high unemployment. For simitar reasons, many of the adults potentially subject to the
reduced work requirements are exempt from the work requirement under current law.

Expand SNAP’s Work Requirement While
Providing More Employment and Training Services
Under carrent law, only able-bodied adults who do

not have dependents and who are under the age of

50 (ABAWDs) risk fosing SNAP benefits if they do not
spend 20 hours a week, on average, participating in
work-related activities. This second option that CBO
examined would potentially extend that requirement to
about 10 million able-bodied adults berween the ages of
18 and 49 who have dependents, though many of them
would qualify for an exemption.” (Other members of

2. States could still waive the work requirement if their
unemployment ratc was high. Certain categorics of people
(pregnant women, the parents of children younger than 6, and
people who care for an incapacitated person) would be exempt
from the requirement. States would have some discretion o
axempt individuals otherwise subject to the requirements,

those adults’ households would not be at risk of losing
benefits because of the requirement.) Participants would
receive additional employment and training services to
boost their chances of finding a job.

This option would reduce federal spending if the
decrease in spending on SNAP benefits exceeded the
increase in the program’s administrative costs, which
include the cost of providing additional employment and
training services. If chis option inereased that spend-

ing substantially, it could push up spending overall.
Spending on SNAP benefits would fall primarily because
of reductions in benefits for adults who did not com-
ply with the work requirement. (Spending on benefits
would also fall for adules whose carnings rose because
they worked more to meet the requirement.) To help
adults comply with the work requirement, the option
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would substantially increase federal funding for SNAP's
employment and training programs and would require
states to offer case-management services to all adults sub-
ject to it. The states would not be required to match any
of the additional federal funding for such programs. In
2019, the federal government provided $124 million in
such unmarched funding for employment and training
pf()grams.

In all likelihood, this option would modestly increase
employment among the additional recipients who would
become subject to the expanded work requirement. Jts
effect on employment would probably exceed that of
the option that would imposc a work requiremnent on
Medicaid recipients because SNAP recipients would be
offered more work supports. (Some states would prob-
ably not be prepared to offer those supports for several
years.) But the evidence of employment increases from
the work tequirement for ABAWDs suggests that this
option would boost employment only a little if recipients
WEre not PrOVidCd ‘vVi[h intensive CasC—mﬂnﬁg()fﬂCﬂt ser-
vices, such as assistance provided in person by a trained
caseworker. The effects of this option on employment
and earnings are also highly uncertain because of the
lack of rescarch on SNAP's employment and training
programs.

Under this option, income would decline, on average,
for households with adults who were not exempt from
the work requirement. Many of those houscholds have
few other resources. In particular, only about 53 per-
cent of SNAP houscholds with children had carnings

in 2019. Many of the nonworking households whose
benefits would decrease under this oprion would have
very low income. For example, a single parent with two
children who was not working would have his or her
maximum monthly SNAP benefit reduced from about
$658 to around $459 in 2022 (excluding the emergency
allotments that will expire once the current public health
emergency declaration is lifted); in many cases, that
payment would still be the family's primary source of
income because few families receive cash payments from
TANE Other adults would probably work more under
this option, but the s
from the combination of the expanded work requite-
ment and work supports is very uncertain. According to
CBO’s assessment, that increase in earnings would be
smaller than the reduction in benefits, thus decreasing
famili

e of the increase in their earnings

s incorme, on average.

Two Options That Would Reduce
Work Requirements

Lawmakers could reduce work requirements in many ways
to boost the income of the poorest families. This analysis
examines two of them (see Table 5-1, bottom panel).

In general, if work requirements were lessened, many
newly exempt recipients would receive benefits for a
longer period, and fewer of those recipients would work.?
During petiods of high unemployment, the boost in
income from extended benefits would probably be larger
than the reduction in earnings from less work. Generally,
the increase in benefits would lead to higher federal
spending for SNAP and Medicaid but not for TANE

Eliminate Hours-Worked Criteria for

ABAWDs’ Continued SNAP Eligibility

Under this option, able-bodied adults without depen-
dents would no longer be limited to 3 months of benefits
in any 36-month period if they were not working at least
20 hours per week or in job training. Eliminating that
hours-worked criteria would increase spending on SNAP
by boosting the number of people receiving benefits.
About 5 million fewer people would be potentially sub-
ject to the work requirement each year, though many of
them are exempt from it under carrent faw. This option
would increase federal spending by providing benefits to
more people.

Among the people who would no longer be subject to
SNAP's work requirement, this option would probably
decrease employment slightly-—but it would substan-
tally increase income for the many SNAP recipients
who would no longer lose benefits because of the work
requirement. A much smaller number of people would
have lower income from working less because chey
would no longer be at risk of losing SNAP benefits. But
the specific size of the decrease in employment (and

the resulting effect on earnings) is highly uncertain. In
contrast, this option would dlearly reduce the number of
nonworking ABAWDs with very low income by provid-
ing them with more assistance to purchase food, and it
would probably increase ABAWDS' income, on average.

3. Inaddition to possibly boosting income, on average, these
options would allow nonwertking people to continue receiving
benefits, thus affording them a steady income stream.
Compelling those people to try to find and keep employment, by
contrast, could result in their periodically having no income.
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Prohibit States From imposing TANF’s

Work Requirements on Single Parents

With a Child Younger Than One

Although states are allowed to exclude from TANF’s
work requirements single parents with a child who has
yet to turn one, about half of states choose to apply those
requirements to some or all of those parents. Under

this option, states would not be allowed to reduce the
benefits given to those parents for insufficient participa-
tion in work-related activities. That change would reduce
the number of TANF recipients whose families were
potentially subject to the work requirements by about
50,000 each year, CBO estimates, though many of those
families would have been exempt under current law.

The resulting increase in the number of TANF recipi-
ents would not change federal funding for the program,
which is set at a fixed amount.

To better understand the potential implications of

this option on employment and income, CBO exam-
ined the experience of TANF recipients in Alabama.

In October 2017, that state stopped exempting from
TANF’s work requirements the single parents of children
between the ages of 6 months and 11 months.” Even
though this option would make a change in the oppo-
site direction (eliminating instead of imposing the work
requirements on parents with a young child), the effects
are probably comparable in size. CBO used data pro-
vided by the Department of Health and Human Services
for this particular analysis.

This option would decrease employment among the
parents subject to it by slowing the rate at which they
found jobs. Alabama's application of its work require-
ment to single parents of children between the ages of
6 months and 11 months substantially increased their
employment.® Although raising the age threshold back to
12 months in Alabama might lower employment to its
previous level, this option would be unlikely to have an
effect that large on employment nationwide. The unem-
ployment rate in Alabama was about 4 percent when it
implemented the change in work requirements, whereas
this option would probably exempt mothers in areas of

4. The only time one of the 14 states in CBO’ data from HHS
increased the axemption t 11 months appears to be in 2014,
That change is difficult to evaluate because during the months
leading up to it, the state rarely enforced the work requirement
on famities with young children.

W

For a detailed description of CBO’s results and methods, sce
Appendix B,

the country where jobs were scarce as well as in areas
where they were plentiful.

Alabama’s application of its work requirement to sin-
gle parents of children under age one appears to have
increased their average cash income during the year
after they entered TANF. Average cash income increased
because the additional earnings for some families were
larger than the loss of cash payments for families who
did not meet the work requirement. This option, which
would reverse such a policy in a number of states, would
have effects in the opposite direction.

Nevertheless, CBO expects that this option would not
change recipients” income much, on average. Although
raising the age threshold back to 12 months in Alabama
might lower average cash income in that state to its
previous level, the net effect of such a change on carnings
nationwide would probably be much smaller, for two rea-
sons. First, jobs would not be as plentiful in some of the
states that would be forced to raise the threshold, which
would decrease the number of recipients that could find
work under current law and thus reduce the income loss
under this policy. Second, Alabama provides smaller cash
payments than most other states, so families who, because
of this option, stayed in the program longer in those other
states would see a larger increase in payments.

This option would reduce the number of families with
very low income, in CBO’s estimation. Many of the par-
ents who would not work regardless of the requirement
would be spared from having very low income because
they would remain eligible for cash payments. Other
parents would have lower income because they would
choose to work less in the absence of the work require-
ment, bur cligibility for cash payments would spare
many of them from having very low income.

Two Options That Would Expand
Werk Supports

To promote employment and increase the income of
poor families, lawmakers could expand work supports
for participants in means-tested programs. In general,
expanding work supports would increase employment
and boost consumption because it would reduce recip-
tents’ spending on child care and job preparation as
well as increase their carnings. (The effect on consump-
tion would be greater than that from expanding work
requirements.) Expanding work supports would push up
federal spending if the funding was not diverted from
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Table 5-2.

Effects of Particular Options That Would Change Work Supports

Number of Effect on People Subject to the Change
People Subject Effect on Federal
to the Change Percent ncome Spending,
Option per Year Employed and Expenses 2023 to0 2031
Expand Work Supports
Increase Funding for Subsidized Child  Hundreds of Small Earnings would increase siightly, increase by
Care o Support More TANF, SNAP, thousands increase and child care expenses would fall $26 billion
and Medicaid Recipients substantially
Increase Funding for TANF Work Tens of Eventual tncome would increase substantially Increase by
Supports When Unemployment is thousands increase $5 billion
High
Reduce Work Supports
Require States to Spend at Least Hundreds of Small income would increase substantiaily* Unchanged®
20 Percent of TANF's Funding on thousands decrease

Cash Payments

Source: Congressional Budget Office.

The options would be implemented at the beginning of 2023,

SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program: TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Famifies.

4. For most programs, reducing work supports would decrease people's income and reduce federal spending.

other services, however. Although increases in earnings
from expanded wotk supports might reduce spending
on means-tested benefits, those reductions would be
unlikely to offset a large portion of the spending on the
work supports. Among the many ways that lawmak-
ers could expand work supports, CBO examined two
options (see Table 5-2, top panel).

Increase Funding for Subsidized Child Care

to Support More TANF, SNAP, and Medicaid
Recipients

To make subsidized child care available to more par-
ents in TANF, SNAP and Medicaid, this option would
increase federal funding for the discretionary component
of the Child Care Development Fund by $3 billion per
year (which represents 50 percent of nonsupplemental
funding).® In response to thar increase in federal funding
for child care, states could reduce the amount paid by the
many single parents in those three programs who already
receive subsidies. In addition, states could use a portion

6. Increases in funding larger than $3 bitlion would probably be
less targeted at parents in TANE SNAD and Medicaid because
a greater portion of the additional subsidics would go to parents
whose income is to high for them to qualify for those programs.

of the additional federal funding to assist some of the
single parents in those programs who pay for unsubsi-
dized child care despite meerting the federal requirements
for the CCDE By expanding subsidized child care for
hundreds of thousands of parents cach year, this option
would increase federal spending by abour $26 billion
from 2023 to 2031, CBO estimates.

Under this option, states would provide subsidies to
more program participants and increase the size of the
subsidies, which would reduce participants’ share of
the cost of child care and probably help them obrain
highet-quality care. Beginning in 2018, lawmakers
increased funding for the CCDF by 41 percent, and by
2019 the states had used that funding to raise spending
about 34 percent above its level in 2017. As a result, the
number of subsidy recipients rose by about 7 percent,
and the number of children on waitlists for subsidized
child care fell by about 53 percent.

States primarily increased their spending in 2019 by
boosting child care subsidies. States increased the sub-
sidies by decreasing the amount that parents have to
contribute and by raising the maximum rate a child care
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provider can charge and still be eligible for a subsidy.”
Raising the maximum rate allowed parents to select
more expensive providers and thus probably obtain

higher-quality care.

This option would increase employment slightly among
the parents who received more benefits through the
CCDE The increase in employment would be concen-
trated among recipients who would not have received

a subsidy under current law, and the 2018 expansion
indicates that they would constitute a modest portion of
the recipients affected by the expansion. In addition to
enabling more parents to work immediately, this option
would allow more parents to undertake job training
and job scarching by making more subsidies available to
parents who are preparing to work.

Some recipients of TANF, SNAP, and Medicaid would
have substantially more resources to spend on goods and
services other than child care under this option. In addi-
tion to the boost in earnings from more employment,
parents would tend to spend less on child care. The
number of parents paying for unsubsidized care would
fall, and some states would use the additional funding to
reduce copayments tied to subsidized care, which would
benefit the parents who were already receiving subsidies.

Increase Funding for TANF’s Work Supports
When Unemployment Is High

Under current law, federal funding for TANF changes
little in response to economic conditions.® To develop
the workforce more during periods of weak economic
growth—when jobs are scarce—this option would
increase a state’s TANF funding when its unemploy-
ment rate was high. Specifically, funding would rise by
10 percent when a state’s unemployment rate was above
6 percent, 20 percent when it was above 7 percent, and
30 percent when the rate exceeded 8 percent.

The increase in funding would be focused on periods
when unemployment was widespread. For example, if this
option had been in effect during 2009 and 2010, when
the national unemployment rate peaked at 9.9 percent,

7. Karen Schulman, Early Progress: State Child Care Assistance
Policies 2019 (National Women's Law Center, October 2019),
htps://tinyurl.com/2p8nj6nG (PDE, 2.3 MB).

8. Marianne P. Bitler and Hilary W. Hoynes, “The State of
the Social Safety Net in the Post-Welfare Reform Era,”
Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, no. 2 (Fall 2010),
https://tinyurl.com/2p8bpv7v.

it would have increased funding in 47 states by a total of
$9 billion. In contrast, the option would have increased
funding in only one state in 2018 and 2019, when the
national unemployment rate fell to a low of 3.6 percent.

The additional funding would be used to cover 80 per-
cent of increases in spending on job training, subsidized
employment, and recurring cash payments that occur
during the period of high unemployment. Other uses of
the funds would be prohibited. Constraints on how the
funding is spent would be similar to those that accompa-
nied the emergency contingency fund used in the wake
of the 2007-2009 recession. This option would affect
tens of thousands of program participants cach year, and
it would increase federal spending by $5 billion from
2023 to 2031, CBO estimates.”

States would cover the remaining 20 percent of addi-
tional spending on job training, subsidized employment,
and recurring cash payments, but they would not have to
increase their own total spending on TANE. Instead, they
could offset their additional spending on those services
by spending less on other TANF services.'® Thus, even

if states found it difficult to allocate more of their own
revenues to TANF, they could still receive the additional
funding. Program requirements would stipulate that

the funding be spent promptly on services that increase
participants’ job skills or income.

This option would probably raise employment eventually
by bolstering participants’ job skills. But the initial effect
on employment in each state would depend on which
services it chose to expand. On the one hand, employ-
ment could fall because some recipients of job training
would have worked otherwise and because additional
spending on cash payments would make some people
work less. But those two effects would probably be mod-
est because few recipients would be able to find work

9. Foradescription of how CBO forecasted a distribution
of national unemployment rates, scc Michacl McGrane, 4
Markov-Switching Model of the U Rate, Working
Paper 2022-05 (Congressional Budget Office, March 2022),
www.cbo.gov/publication/57582. Using historic tendencies in
states’” unemployment rates, CBO estimated a distribution of
those rates around each national unemployment rate. CBO’s
models are designed to forecast the number of states that would
have high and low unemployment rates but not which states those
would be.

1

. Some of the increase in employment and income from more
spending on job training and subsidized employment could be
offset by the states’ spending less on other work supports.
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during periods of high unemployment. On the other
hand, employment could rise initially because some
recipients of subsidized employment would not have
been hired had the employer had to bear all the cost.”
Eventually, the skills that recipients developed through
job training and subsidized employment would probably
help them find slightly more work, on average, across the
various state programs.'?

This option would increase recipients’ income in the
short term and most likely in the long term as well.
Additional spending on subsidized employment and cash
payments would boost their income immediately, and
the skills they learned through subsidized employment
and job training would probably lead to higher future
earnings, on average.

One Option That Would Decrease
Work Supports

One way to reduce federal spending would be to
decrease the work supports provided through means-
tested programs. In general, decreasing work supports
would reduce recipients’ employment, lower their
consumption (by causing them to spend more on child
care and job preparation), and decrease their earnings.
If, instead, funding was shifted from work supports to
cash payments for nonworking families, the number

of families in deep poverty could be reduced. Federal
spending would be unchanged in that case, however (sce
Table 5-2 on page 35, bottom panel). CBO analyzed
that option—even though it is not representative of the
typical effects of decreasing work supports—because it is
the only recent proposal for reducing work supports that
the agency identified.

11. Experience indicates this option might boost employment among
people who are not in TANE. In the wake of the 2007-2009
recession, states appear to have used the emergency contingency
fund to provide subsidized employment to many people who
were not in TANE Sce Mary Farrell and others, Subsidizing
Employment O jties for Low-Income Families: A Review of
State Employment Programs Created Through the TANF Emergency
Fund (submitted by MDRC to the Department of Health and
Human Services, December 2011), heeps://tinyurl.com/2p86bdjr.

12. Some job training and subsidized employment programs have
achieved persistent increases in employment and carnings,
but others have not (sce Chapter 3 for details). That evidence
indicates that this option would be more likely to increase
employment and carnings if job training is focused on
occupations that have the potential for carcer advancement.

Require States to Spend at Least 20 Percent of
TANF’s Funding on Cash Payments

This option would require states to spend at least 20 per-
cent of TANF's total funding, excluding administrative and
systems costs, on recurring cash payments for recipients—
reversing a modest portion of the downward shift in that
portion of funding that has occurred over the past 25 years.
Hundreds of thousands of TANF recipients would be
affected each year by that change, and their income
would increase substantially as a result. This option
would not affect federal spending.

To cover the increased cost of the cash payments, some
states would probably reduce spending on other TANF-
funded services; other states might spend more of their
own funds on TANF as a whole. States would probably
offset most of the increase in spending on cash payments
by reducing spending on work supports and social ser-
vices. In 2019, states that spent less than 20 percent of
their TANF funding on recurring cash payments spent
about 40 percent on subsidized child care and an addi-
tional 15 percent on other work supports. Furthermore,
they allocated about 30 percent toward social services for
children, including initiatives aimed at boosting educa-
tional attainment of parents, promoting family preser-
vation and reunification, and providing guidance for
parents on child health and development.

This option would expand the resources of low-income
families by increasing the amount of cash assistance they
reccived. If this option had been in effect in 2019, the
27 states that apportioned less than 20 percent of their
TANF funding to cash payments would have had to
increase spending on those payments by $1.1 billion,
which constitutes an 18 percent increase in the total cash
payments provided by all states—and 10 of them would
have had to more than double their spending on those
payments. States could provide more cash assistance in
two ways: by paying families more or by making pay-
ments to more families (a task they could accomplish by
loosening eligibility standards and conducting outreach
to increase the percentage of eligible families that apply
for benefits).

The increase in cash payments would substantially boost
the income of some of the poorest families in the affected
states. In the 27 states that spent less than 20 percent of
their TANF funding on cash assistance, about 35 per-
cent of the families who receive those payments report
being in deep poverty. One reason income is so low in
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those states is that the states provide little cash assistance

to recipients-——familics in those states receive $321 per

month, on average, compated with $508 per month in
other states. In addition to making larger payments to
some recipients, the 27 states could provide benefits to
more families in poverty. Currently, those states provide

cash assistance to only about 6 percent of the families of
single parents who are in poverty.

This option would decrease employment by reducing
work supports and lessening recipients’ incentive to
wotk. The number of people who would no longer work

wold probably be small compared with the number

of people who would receive larger cash payments. The
size of the change in employment is highly uncertain,
though, because it would depend on how states chose to
increase their spending on cash assistance. Increasing the
amount of the payments to nonworking recipients and
boosting the number of nonworking recipients who got
those payments would decrease employment. But some
states might choose to make cash payments available

to working recipients for longer periods, which could
increase employmcnt.
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Appendix A: Sources of Income for
Families 24 Months After They Start
Receiving Cash Assistance

The Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program empbhasizes reducing recipients” dependence
on government benefits by promoting self-sufficiency
through employment. Its work requirements, which
were enacted into law in 1996 as part of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act (PRWORA), are intended to help families more
quickly replace cash payments with earnings. By law,
states are required to ensure that most recipients are
working within 24 months of first receiving cash assis-
tance. To meet that requirement, states impose work
requirements on most parents before they have been in
the program for 24 months.

This appendix describes how the Congressional Budget
Office used data from the Survey of Income and
Program Participation (SIPP) to evaluate the extent to
which TANF’s work requirements increased the portion
of families that were able to replace cash payments with
earnings in two years.'

The SIPP Data That CBO Used

The SIPP is a nationally representative survey of U.S.
households that is designed as a series of panels. For cach
panel, the Census Bureau continually interviews survey
respondents in the same households—every four months
in most panels—for periods ranging from 32 months

to 64 months. CBO analyzed the SIPP panels that
began in 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1996, 2001, 2004,
2008, and 2014. The largest panel includes around
50,000 households, and the smallest one includes about
15,000 households.

In each interview, survey respondents were asked
about their employment, income, and participation in

1. CBO also used the SIPP to evaluate the characteristics of recent
participants in TANE the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance
Program, and Medicaid as well as the types of child care used by
single parents in those programs.

means-tested programs, including Aid to Families With
Dependent Children (AFDC, the program that preceded
TANF and was in place until 1997), TANF, and the
Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP).
Because far fewer respondents participate in TANF than
SNAP or AFDC, estimates for that program are less

certain.

Researchers have shown that participation in AFDC/
TANTF is sometimes misreported in the SIPR? To
improve the accuracy of its analysis, CBO’s sample
focused on single mothers—the group that consti-
tutes the vast majority of adults who receive benefits
from TANE, according to administrative data. Single
fathers and married parents who report being in TANF
are probably more likely to have misreported their
participation.

CBO’s Approach to Analyzing the
SIPP Data

CBO estimated the effects of work requirements on fam-
ilies” sources of income by comparing changes in those
income sources for single mothers in TANF and for sin-
gle mothers in SNAP in selected years in the 1990s and
2000s. That period encompasses the years during which
welfare reform was most active (the mid-1990s). In
those years, policymakers undertook a series of actions—
including a large expansion of work requirements in
AFDC/TANF—to encourage employment. Several
states expanded work requirements in AFDC starting in
1994; by 1997, many states had implemented TANF’s
broad work requirements. Thus, CBO compared sources
of income in 1993 (the final year before those changes
occurred) with those in 1997 and in later years for which
data were available.

2. Bruce D. Meyer, Wallace K. C. Mok, and James X. Sullivan,
“Houschold Surveys in Crisis,” Journal of Economic Perspectives,
vol. 29, no. 4 (Fall 2015), pp. 199-226, hetp://doi.org/10.1257/
jep.29.4.199.
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Figure A-1.

Share of Families Continuing to Receive Assistance After 24 Months,

by Program and Year

Single mothers in TANF,
* who were subject to work
requirements starting in the
mid-1990s, tended to stop
receiving benefits much
sooner than they had before.
In contrast, the share of
single mothers in SNAP who
continued to receive benefits
remained about the same.
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Data source: Survey of Income and Program Participation. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702/data.

The analysis is limited to unmarried mothers between the ages of 18 and 61who are not students and are not receiving disability benefits.

Data are presented only for the years in which the sample size provides sufficient precision.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. Nearly all TANF recipients also receive benefits from SNAP.

For sources of income, CBO focused on cash payments
and income from employment 24 months after single
mothers first started receiving cash payments from either
AFDC or TANE CBO relied on self-reported data to
mark the start of assistance. Many single mothers were
already receiving payments from AFDC/TANF or SNAP
in the first month they responded to the survey; for those
recipients, the date of their first response was considered
their start of assistance.

CBO aggregated responses about sources of income

24 months after assistance began across all participants in
a particular program within a panel. Aggregating fewer
months of data (by taking an average for each year, for
example) would result in imprecise estimates because
few respondents entered TANF in some years. To
determine which date to associate with cach data panel,
CBO took the average of the dates at which respondents
entered the program and added 12 months to get the
midpoint between the start of assistance and the period
in which the agency evaluated sources of income. That
date determined whether the estimates from that panel

would be included in the period before or after welfare
reform. For the 1992 panel, that date was at the end of
January 1993; for the 1996 panel, it fell in the middle of
May 1997. Thus, the 1992 panel was the last one in the
prepolicy period, and the 1996 panel was the first one in
the postpolicy period.

Families’ sources of income could have changed from
1993 to 1997 as a result of factors other than work
requirements, such as the expansion of the earned
income tax credit (EITC) or the strengthening economy.
To evaluate whether the changes in sources of income
were caused by the work requirements, CBO compared
those changes for TANF recipients and SNAP recipients.
(SNAP did not impose work requirements on single
mothers, but those women were eligible for the EITC
just like their counterparts in TANF were.) Specifically,
CBO focused on single mothers in SNAP who were not
in TANE. Single mothers enrolled in both programs were
excluded from the SNAP sample because they would
have been subject to TANF’s work requirements. That
approach also enabled CBO to determine whether the



APPENDIX A: SOURCES OF INCOME FOR FAMILIES

133

'WORK REQUIREMENTS AND WORK SUPPORTS FOR RECIPIENTS OF MEANS-TESTED BENEFITS

Figure A-2.

Share of Families Continuing to Receive SNAP Benefits After 24 Months,

by Program and Year
Percent
90 r
*
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Data source: Survey of Income and Program Participation. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

The analysis is limited to unmarried mothers between the ages of 18 and 61who are not students and are not receiving disability benefits.

Data are presented only for the years in which the sample size provides sufficient precision.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

strengthening economy caused the changes in the sources
of income: Single mothers in both TANF and SNAP
would probably have responded to economic conditions
similarly because those participants did not differ much
in their age, educational attainment, and other character-
istics measured in the data.

Families’ Sources of Income

24 Months After Receiving

Cash Assistance

The AFDC/TANF work requirements substantially
reduced the number of single mothers who continued
to receive cash payments two years after entering the
program. The prevalence of those longer spells in AFDC/
TANEF fell by half from 1993 to 1997 and remained
low in subsequent years (sce Figure A-1 on page 40).
Although the prevalence of longer spells fell by 30 per-
centage points among AFDC/TANF participants, it fell
by only 8 percentage points for SNAP recipients who
were not in TANF. That contrast suggests that the drop
in the prevalence of longer periods of cash assistance was

mostly the result of changes to AFDC/TANF policies,
not the EITC or strengthening economy.

The AFDC/TANF work requirements appear to have
temporarily decreased the number of single mothers
who continued to receive nutrition assistance two years
after entering SNAP. Mothers who entered both AFDC/
TANF and SNAP 24 months carlier were 19 percentage
points less likely to still be recciving benefits through
SNAP in 1997 than they were in 1993, even though
SNAP did not impose work requirements on families
with children (see Figure A-2). One likely reason for the
decline is that the work requirements added to AFDC
increased the earnings of some participants enough that
they no longer qualified for SNAP. But many of the par-
ents who stopped receiving benefits from both programs
appeared to still be eligible for SNAP because they were
not employed. In 1993, about 58 percent of nonworking
single mothers who left AFDC/TANF also left SNAP

at the same time; that number fell to only 41 percent in

a
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Figure A-3.

Share of Mothers Employed 24 Months After Family Began Receiving Assistance,

by Program and Year

Percent
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Data source: Survey of Income and Program Participation. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702/data.

The analysis is limited to unmarried mothers between the ages of 18 and 61 who are not students and are not receiving disability benefits.

Data are presented only for the years in which the sample size provides sufficient precision.

AFDC = Aid to Families With Dependent Children; SNAP = Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program; TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

a. Nearly all TANF recipients also receive benefits from SNAP.

1997.% In subsequent years, about 17 percent of non-
working single mothers who left TANF also left SNAP
at the same time, and the prevalence of longer spells in
SNAP rose back to its pre-PRWORA level, according to
CBO?’s analysis of SIPP data.

TANF’s work requirements led to a higher employment
rate for single mothers two years after they entered the
program. The employment rate for mothers who had
entered TANF two years eatlier rose by about 14 per-
centage points from 1993 to 1997 (see Figure A-3). The
strong economic conditions of the late 1990s do not
appear to have had a large direct effect on employment

3. Another study also found that the transition from AFDC to
TANF led to large reductions in SNAP paricipation. Sce Janet
Curric and Jeffrey Grogger, “Explaining Recent Declines in
Food Stamp Program Participation,” Brookings-Wharton Papers
on Usban Affairs, vol. 2 (2001), pp. 203-244, www jstor.org/
stable/25058786.

because the employment rate among single mothers in
SNAP who were not subject to TANF’s work require-
ments changed little. In subsequent years, employment
among single parents who had participated in TANF
remained elevated, whereas the employment rate for
their counterparts in SNAP remained relatively low.

The increase in employment for single parents two years
after entering TANF was smaller than the decrease in
their continued receipt of cash assistance, which indicates
arise in the number of families with neither earnings nor
cash payments. Even though employment rates rose by
14 percentage points from 1993 to 1997, the percentage
of single parents still receiving cash payments two years
after entering the program fell by 30 percentage points.
Those results are consistent with other evidence indicat-
ing that TANF’s work requirements contributed to the
increase in the number of families with neither earnings
nor cash assistance.
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Appendix B: The Effects of Work
Requirements on People’s Employment
and Income in Recent Years

Within the past few years, states have imposed work
requirements more widely, including during periods
of high unemployment and on participants in the
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF)
program who have children under the age of one. To
continue receiving benefits, program participants must
work or participate in work-related activities.

The Congressional Budget Office used administra-

tive data from the Department of Health and Human
Services (HHS) to estimate the effects of work require-
ments in TANF on recipients’ employment and income
in recent years and during periods of high unemploy-
ment." The analysis presented here supplements the lim-
ited evidence on how work requirements have affected
employment and income since 2000.

The HHS Data That CBO Used

The administrative data that HHS collects give a detailed
description of the economic situations for many families
in TANF and track changes in those situations. State
agencies that administer the TANF programs report the
data to HHS to demonstrate compliance with federal
requirements, including the work standard and the five-
year limit on cash payments.

This analysis is based on data from 2012 to 2018 for
TANTF recipients in 14 states.” The states that CBO
included in the sample provided records for all their
TANTF recipients (which no states did before 2012),
and family identifiers enabled CBO to observe how the

1. The analysis focuses on the families receiving TANF that are
headed by single parents who could be counted by the states
toward the work standard. Families headed by single parents are
excluded from that standard if the parents are disabled or are
caring for a disabled family member.

2. The 14 states are Alabama, Alaska, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho,
Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Washington, and Wyoming.

circumstances of those families changed over time while
they were in TANF. CBO used the fine details in the
data, such as recipients’ dates of birth, to confirm that
family identifiers were used consistently in the 14 states.

CBO could not use data for the other 36 states because
they were subject to at least one of three limitations.

® First, only 28 states and the District of Columbia
provided data for all their recipients. The other
22 states provided data for a small portion of
recipients. Because those samples are redrawn
each month, CBO cannot track changes in the
circumstances of those recipients and the length of
their spells—or months of consecutive assistance—in
TANE

® Second, of the 28 states that provided dara for
all their recipients, several frequently transferred
recipients to other cash assistance programs for which
CBO does not have data.

® Third, CBO could not confirm that the family
identifiers were unique and used consistently for
several states; use of data from those states might have
obscured changes in the circumstances of recipients in
those states.

The main data file from HHS includes monthly records
of families” participation in work-related activities,
carnings, other sources of income, and demographic
traits. The sources of cash income included are earn-
ings, child support, and benefits from TANF, Social
Security, Supplemental Security Income, unemployment
insurance, and workers’ compensation. Also included
are benefits received from the Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP) and subsidies for child care.

HHS also provided data files that record the circum-
stances of TANF recipients when they leave the program,
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including their reason for leaving and their income in
the month they stop receiving cash payments. Those data
allowed CBO to confirm that the TANF spell ended

in the month following the last month that the family
appeared in the main file.

Effects of Work Requirements When
the Unemployment Rate Is High

During periods of adverse economic conditions, work
requirements can have negative effects on program
participants. Those requirements can substantially lessen
program participation while boosting employment only a
licele and reducing recipients” average income. When work
becomes harder to find, it can be difficult for recipicnts

to meet those requirements through employment. If the
work requirements are not eased at those times, more fam-
ilies are at risk of losing benefits before they can find work.

To examine how the effects of work requirements on
employment vary with economic conditions, CBO
looked ar recipients’ employment, income, and program
participation over a certain period. Specifically, CBO
estimated how those factors varted with the unem-
ployment rate across 708 counties in 9 selected states
between 2012 and 2018.° To explore whether that varia-
tion was the result of TANF’s work requirements, CBO
examined whether families were more likely when the
unemployment rate was high to have their TANF spells
end because they violated the work requirements.®

CBO found that TANF’s work requirements probably
boosted recipients’ employment less when the unemploy-
ment rate for their county was high. In particular, only
4.8 percent of job seckers in TANF found employment
cach month when their county’s unemployment rate was
6 percent or higher, compared with 8.6 percent when the
rate was below 6 percent. That reduction in employment
occurred even though states continued to impose work

3. Five of the 14 states that generally provided consistent measures
of spefl length have inconsistencies in the data on employment.
Thus, this analysis is based on data from Alabama, Alaska,
Georgia, Indiana, lowa, Louisiana, Minnesota, Okdahoma, and
Oregon.

4. The data probably undestate the number of families that stop
receiving benefits because of the work requirement. Some families
probably have their spell end because of the werk requirement
without the states knowing whether they are in vielation of
it. For example, families may not submit the documentation
necessary to determine continued cligibility because they know
that they do not meet the work requirement.

requirements on most adult TANF recipients. About

36 percent of those recipients were exempted from the
work requirements when the unemployment rate was

6 percent ot higher. (When the rate was below 6 percent,
about 31 percent of recipients were exempted.)

In addition, CBO found that TANF's work requirements
probably reduced the average income of recipients during
periods of high unemployment by halting cash payments
to mote families with fittle or no carnings. The percentage
of spells ending because of work-requirement violations
rose from 6 percent when the unemployment rate was
below 6 percent to 18 percent when the unemployment
rate was 6 percent or higher. Those violations reduced
the extent to which additional cash payments offset the
reduction in earnings from less employment. Families
only received cash assistance for about one month longer,
on average, when the unemployment rate was 6 per-

cent ot higher than when the unemployment rate was
below 6 percent, even though job seekers in TANF ok
nine more months to find a job, on average, when the
unemployment rate was higher, CBO estimares.

During periods of high unemployment, TANF's work
requirements caused a large portion of the families leaving
the program to have very low income. When the unem-
ployment rate was 6 percent or higher, 18 percent of fam-
ilies leaving TANF were expelled for violating the work
requirements, CBO found, and their average cash income
was $153 in the month after they lost benefits, which is
less than 10 percent of the poverty threshold for a family
of three. If SNAP benefits are included, average monthly
income for those families rose to $569. In contrast, when
the unemployment rate was lower than 6 percent, the
share of families leaving TANF that were expelled for
violating the work requirement was 5 percent.

Effects of Work Requirements on
Families With Young Children

Although states are allowed to exclude from the work
standard single parents with a child under the age of ane,
about half of states choose to apply work requirements
to some or all of those parents. CBO examined how
expanding work requirements to those parents affected
their employment and income by compating trends in
outcomes for families who were subject to the expansion
with families who were not. CBO found that expanding
work requirements to parents who entered TANF with a
child younger than one increased their employment but
had little effect on their income, on average.
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How CBO Analyzed the Effects of Work
Requirements on Families With Young Children
To estimate the effects of work requirements on the
employment and income of families with children younger
than one year of age, CBO examined the recent experi-
ences of TANF recipients in Alabama. In 2017, Alabama
was one of 25 states that provided work-requirement
exemptions to single parents whose youngest child was
less than one year old. At the beginning of 2018, though,
Alabama stopped providing exemptions to nearly all single
parents who had a child between the ages of 6 months
and 11 months. CBO used two approaches to examine
the effects of that policy change on the employment and
income of TANF recipients.

First, CBO examined the effects on families while they
were in TANF and in the month after they left the pro-
gram. To do that, the agency compared the employment
and income of single parents who had a child between
the ages of 6 months and 11 months in 2018 with the
employment and income of single parents who had a
child in that age range in 2017. The agency compared
those changes in employment and income with changes
in those outcotmnes among single parents whose youngest
child was older to adjust for differences that were driven
by other factors (such as economic conditions) instead of
the expansion of the work requirement. That approach
illustrates the effects of the expansion, but it does not
fully caprure the reduction in income from lost benefits
because families remained in the sample for only one
month after they stopped receiving cash payments. CBO
thus used a second, more comprehensive, approach,
which examined employment and income in the months
after families left TANF as well as while they were in it

Using that second approach, CBO estimated the effects
of Alabama’s work-requirement expansion over the year
following families’ entry into TANF in 2018. Whether a
family was subject to the expansion of the work require-
ment was determined by the age of its youngest child
when it entered TANE Nearly all single parents with a
child between the ages of 6 months and 11 months in
2018 were subject to the expansion, as were single par-
ents with a child between the ages of zero and 5 months
if they remained in the program after that child reached
6 months of age.

CBO compared the employment and income in 2017
and 2018 of families whose youngest child was not older
than 11 months when the family entered TANE For

families that were in TANF for less than a year, employ-
ment and income for the remainder of the year were set
equal to their value in the month after those families left
the program.” As with the first approach, CBO compared
the changes in employment and income among the
patents of young children with those changes among the
parents of older children in TANF. By examining changes
in employment and income among single parents of older
children, CBO intended to capture the effects of changes
in economic conditions or policy changes other than the
expansion of the work requirement.®

What CBQ’s Analysis Found

Using the first approach, CBO determined that
Alabama’s expansion of TANF’s work requirements in
2018 increased the employment rate of single parents
whose youngest child was between the ages of 6 months
and 11 months by 11 percentage points during the
months they were in the program (see Figure B-1).
Employment rose because families started searching for
work sooner and found jobs faster when subject to the
VVOrk rﬁquil'ﬁn]ﬁn[.

Employment also rose among parents of children
between the ages of 12 months and 16 months. That
change appears to be the result of the expansion’s having
subjected some of those parents to work requirements
for more months, because the employment rates differed
only among parents who entered TANFE before their
youngest child turned 12 months old.

The rise in employment was probably the result of the
wotk requirement and not other possibilities, such as
changes in the sample studied, the presence of other
policies (subsidized child care, for instance), or economic

conditions. Specifically:

® The employment rate at program exit stayed roughly
the same from 2017 to 2018. That shows that the
employment increase was not driven by nonworking

5. The analysis s unlikely to be sensitive to that imputation because
a family’s employment and carnings when it left the program
tended to be stmilar in 2017 and 2018. Thus, allowing for
reversion to the average employment rate or for earnings o grow
with job experience would net substantially change the estimates
of the effects on employment or earnjngs.

6. “That approach appears to capture differences tn economic
conditions because directly adding measures of cconomic
conditions, such as the local unemployment rate, did not

substantially change the estimated effects.
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Figure B-1.

Employment for Single Parents in Alabama’s TANF Program, by Age of Youngest Child in
Months and Whether the Family Could be Exempt From the Work Requirement
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Data source: Department of Health and Human Services. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.
The analysis is limited to the single-parent families that Alabama could include in the work standard.
TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

Fitted values give the trends in employment rates by the age of the youngest child.

Parents whose youngest child was 4 months or 5 months old are excluded from this analysis because they were occasionally subject to the work requirement in
2018. Parents whose youngest child was between 12 months and 16 months of age were likely to have been subjected to the work requirement for more months
because of its expansion. Affected data are shown as stand-alone dots in this figure.

parents’ being expelled from the program for violating employment, not the cause of it. In both 2017 and
the work requirement. 2018, parents generally only received subsidized child
care if they were working or searching for a job. The
expansion of the work requirement does not appear
to have changed their access to subsidies: Alabama
gave subsidies to about 45 percent of parents who

= The percentage of parents with a child between
the ages of 6 months and 11 months who received
subsidized child care increased by 10 percentage
points, but that rise was the result of more
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wete in the labor force and had a child berween

the ages of 6 months and 11 months both before

and after the expansion. That indicates that the
employment increase was not driven by an increase in
subsidized child care.

@ [fthe employment increase had been driven by
changes in other policies or economic conditions,
then employment would probably also have increased
among single parents who were not subject to the
expansion because their children were slighdly older
when they entered TANE That did not happen,
which shows that the employment increase was
probably not driven by changes in other policies or
economic conditions.

The expansion of the work requirement had countervail-
ing effects on the average cash income of families with
children between the ages of 6 months and 11 months.
On the one hand, average cash income for families with
young children rose while they were in the program
because of additional carnings from more employment
(see Figure B-2). On the other hand, carnings at program
exit appear to have fallen slightly, and the expansion
reduced the amount of cash assistance families received.
TANF benefits decreased primarily because violations of
the work requirement reduced the number of months
that families remained in the program (sce Figure B-3).7

The increases in employment among participants do not
appear to stem from a reduction in the number of people
(or a decrease in the number of less-skilled people) enter-
ing the program. If entry into the program had declined
substantially, as it did after enactment of the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act, then unmeasured changes in employment and
income among families who were deterred from entry
might offset the increases experienced by participants.
But the parents of children between the ages of 6 months
and 11 months continued to account for about 21 per-
cent of entrants in 2018 (see Figure B-4 on page 50).
Even i entry did not decline for that group overall,

a reduction in entry among less-skilled parents could
have inflated the employment rate and average income.
However, the expansion of the work requirement does
not appear to have substantially decreased the frequency

~3

Most familics who were expelled because of the work wquirement
were not employed at that time. That decrease in employment at
exit was offset by higher employment among families that left the
program for other reasons.

with which parents who have littde education entered the
program.

Using the second approach, CBO found that TANF’s
work requirements increased employment over the year
after families with young children entered the program.
For single parents of children who were under one year
of age upon entry into TANF, CBO estimates that the
expansion of Alabamad’s work requirement increased
their employment rate by 6 percentage points while they
remained in TANE Over the year after they entered the
program, some of that initial increase in employment
was offset by rares of employment that were similar

for families after they left TANF; averaging those rates
brings the estimated effect on the employment rate down
to0 an increase of about 4 percentage points.

Also using the second approach, CBO found that
TANF's work requirements might have increased the
average cash income of families with young children over
the year after they entered the program. But higher aver-
age earnings while in the program were partly offset by a
reduction in cash payments because some people were in
the program for a shorter time.

A Comparison of CBO’s Findings

Under the Two Approaches

The estimated effects on employment tend to be smaller
under the second approach than under the first because
the second approach concentrates less on the months in
which families were subject to the expansion of the work
requirement.

The first approach focuses on the period when families
were directly subject to the expansion because they had a
child berween the ages of 6 months and 11 months. The
second approach expands the examination to all months
of assistance for any families that could be subject to the
expansion for at least one month during their spell in
the program. As a result, the number of months exam-
ined using the second approach was 137 percent higher
than the number under the first approach. Although

the increase in the employment rate was smaller for that
broader group, the increase in the months of employ-
ment was larger~—primarily because the employment rate
rose among parents who had a child between the ages of
12 months and 16 months and who had been subject to
the wotk requirement earlier as a result of the expansion.

a7
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Figure B-2.

Cash Income for Single-Parent Families in Alabama’s TANF Program, by Age of Youngest
Child in Months and Whether the Family Could be Exempt From the Work Requirement

2019 Dollars

1,000

800

600

400

200

1,000

800

600

400

200

While in TANF

el

Exemptions Prohibited | Exemptions

I e e

@ Raw Values

in 2018 but Allowed Prohibited

in2017 in All Years == Fitted Values
Il 2017 Cohort
I 2018 Cohort

L L L L n L

6 9 12 15 18 2

In Month After Leaving TANF

° °
° (]
L L L L L L
6 9 12 15 18 pal

Age of Youngest Child (Months)

Data source: Department of Health and Human Services. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

The analysis is limited to the single-parent families that Alabama could include in the work standard.

TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

Fitted values give the trends in cash income by the age of the youngest child.

When Alabama began
imposing work requirements
on parents whose youngest
child was between the ages
of 6 months and 11 months,
the average cash income

of those families rose
substantially while they were
in the program because of
additional earnings from
more employment.

Average cash income at
program exit appears to
have fallen slightly from 2017
to 2018 for families whose
youngest child was between
the ages of 6 months and 11
months.

Parents whose youngest child was 4 months or 5 months old are excluded from this analysis because they were occasionally subject to the work requirement in
2018. Parents whose youngest child was between 12 months and 16 months of age were likely to have been subjected to the work requirement for more months
because of its expansion. Affected data are shown as stand-alone dots in this figure.

A Comparison of CBO’s Findings With Results
of the AFDC Waiver Experiments

In the 1990s, a series of evaluations were conducted on
waiver programs in Aid to Families With Dependent
Children (AFDC). The results from those AFDC waiver

experiments have remained a primary source of evidence

on the effects of work requirements.® CBO’s estimates of
the effect of Alabama’s work-requirement expansion on

8. Gayle Hamilton and others, National Evaluation of Welfare-
to-Work Strategies (submitted by Manpower Demonstration
Rescarch Corporation to the Department of Health and Human
Services, December 2001), heeps://tinyurl.com/2p89sSad.
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Figure B-3.

Cash Assistance for Single-Parent Families in Alabama’s TANF Program, by Age of Youngest
Child in Months and Whether the Family Could be Exempt From the Work Requirement
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Data source: Department of Health and Human Services. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

The analysis is limited to the single-parent families that Alabama could include in the work standard.

TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

Fitted values give the trends in the termination of cash assistance by the age of the youngest child.

When Alabama began
imposing work requirements
on parents whose youngest
child was between the

ages of 6 months and 11
months, violations of the
work requirement became

a far more common reason
for those families to stop
receiving cash assistance.
The percentage of families
that stopped receiving cash
assistance in an average
month also increased, which
offset some of the increase
in average cash income from
more employment.

Parents whose youngest child was 4 months or 5 months old are excluded from this analysis because they were occasionally subject to the work requirement in
2018. Parents whose youngest child was between 12 months and 16 months of age were likely to have been subjected to the work requirement for more months
because of its expansion. Affected data are shown as stand-alone dots in this figure.

employment and income are similar to the results from
the experimental evaluations once adjustments are made
for differences in the way the requirements were expanded.

The experimental evaluations generally measured the
effect of fully implemented work requirements by com-
paring income and employment for a group in which

almost everyone was subject to the requirement and a
group in which no one was. In contrast, the single par-
ents who entered Alabama’s TANF program with a child
under the age of 6 months in 2018 were rarely subject
to the requirement until their child reached 6 months of
age. In addition, the single parents who entered the pro-
gram with a child under the age of 12 months in 2017
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Figure B-4.

Entry Into Alabama’s TANF Program Among Single-Parent Families, by Age of Youngest
Child in Months and Whether the Family Could be Exempt From the Work Requirement

Families Entering TANF

Work requirements

can boost employment
among TANF recipients by
encouraging work or by

deterring participation by
people who are unlikely
to find employment. The
expansion of the work
requirement in Alabama
does not appear to have
reduced the number of
families entering TANF

or their average level of
education.
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Data source: Department of Health and Human Services. See www.cbo.gov/publication/57702#data.

The analysis is limited to the single-parent families that Alabama could include in the work standard.

TANF = Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.

Parents whose youngest child was 4 months or 5 months old are excluded from this analysis because they were occasionally subject to the work requirement in
2018. Parents whose youngest child was between 12 months and 16 months of age were likely to have been subjected to the work requirement for more months
because of its expansion. Affected data are shown as stand-alone dots in this figure.

were typically subject to the requirement once their child
reached 12 months of age. Among single parents who
entered the program with a child under 12 months of age,
the portion of months within a year that they were subject
to the work requirement increased by 0.41 (or 5 months).
That increase would have been more than twice as large
(almost 12 months) if almost everyone was subject to the
requirement in 2018 and no one was in 2017.

The estimate of the effect on employment from
Alabama’s work-requirement expansion is consistent with
the estimate from the AFDC waiver experiments. CBO
estimates that the employment rate increased by about

4 percentage points over the first year after single parents
entered TANF in Alabama. Thus, full implementation
of a work requirement in 2018 would have boosted
employment by about 9 percentage points if the increase
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in employment had been proportional to the change
in the percentage of single parents subject to the work
requirement. The average of estimates from the AFDC
waiver experiments that focused on labor force attach-
ment was about 10 percentage points.

CBO found more evidence of an increase in families’
average cash income from Alabama’s work-requirement
expansion than the evaluations of the AFDC waiver
experiments found. Most of the difference in those

estirnates can be explained by the larger gains in earn-
ings for participants in Alabama’s work-requirement
expansion, and some can be explained by the smaller
reduction in cash payments for those same participants.
The reduction in cash assistance was smaller because
Alabama provides smaller monthly cash payments than
the programs in the AFDC waiver experiments provided.
fn contrast, the reduction in the number of months that
cash assistance was received was larger in CBO’s analysis
than in the AFDC waiver experiments.

B1
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This hearing has also highlighted the various ways that more in-
vestments in children make them better off across the course of
their lives. I ask unanimous consent to enter a letter from the Chil-
dren’s Budget Coalition into the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

We received a letter from over 1,000 law enforcement officers
highlighting how important affordable high quality childcare and
pre-K are to crime reduction. I ask unanimous consent to enter a
letter from Council for a Strong America into the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

And I ask unanimous consent to enter a letter from Child Care
Aware into the record.

Without objection, so ordered.

[Letters submitted for the record follows:]
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THE CHILDREN’S BUDGET COALITION

INVESTING IN THEIR FUTURE

July 19, 2022

The Honorable John Yarmuth The Honorable Jason Smith
Chair Ranking Member

House Budget Committee House Budget Committee
Washington, DC. 20515 Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chairman Yarmuth and Ranking Member Smith:

As members of the Children’s Budget Coalition, comprised of over 80 child and family organizations who

collectively advocate for children to be a priority in federal budget decisions, we thank you for your leadership on
holding this important hearing to discuss the many and profound benefits of investing in our children’s future.
We appreciate the opportunity to submit this group letter for inclusion in the official hearing record. We share
below the growing and unique needs of children and highlight the impressive body of evidence demonstrating
that we know what works to support our children’s healthy development and overall well-being and how to
tackle the stubbormly high rates of child poverty in this country. We strongly urge you to prioritize children in
your decision-making, and look forward to continue working with you and being a resource for your staff and
you.

Growing Challenges for Our Children and Need for Increased Investments

Our children are facing some of the most challenging times seen in our nation’s history. America’s historically
high rate of child poverty and significant racial poverty gap are among the most pressing of these challenges and
are the root cause of so many of the obstacles to success faced by too many of our nation’s children and
grandchildren. As families struggle to recover from the pandemic, its economic chaos, and continued rising
costs of raising children, please remember that_every aspect of children’s lives has been dis ed by th
pandemic, and for the poorest children and families among us, this has been particularly true.

Even before the public health and economic crises, kids were faring poorly and the federal investment in
programs and services benefitting them was declining. According to analysis in First Focus on Children’s annual
Children’s Budget book 2021, after two decades of a decreasing share of federal spending on children, it took a
public health emergency to push the share of federal spending on children to 11% — a historic high after a
record low shate of 7.6% for kids in FY2020. In preliminary analysis by First Focus of the 2022 budget,

spending trends on children are reverting to pre-pandemic levels. Returning to a downward spending trend is
deeply troubling, especially as the needs of our children and youth continue to grow and many of the
investments and policy improvements authorized in the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) to benefit them have
expired and seem in jeopardy of inclusion in any economic reconciliation package this congressional session.

We Know Investments in Our Children Work
Our kids desperately need our attention and support and tradeoffs that leave them behind despite a growing
body of evidence that the ARPA provisions worked to benefit kids is unfair and unwise. Disinvestment in our

1400 Eye Street, NW | Suite 650 | Washington, DC 20005
T: 202.657.0670 | F: 202.657.0671
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children will lead to negative consequences for their healthy development and well-being, our economic
competitiveness and our society as a whole. Covid-19 investments and policy improvements authorized in the
ARPA covered numerous areas of concern, and combined, turned around the extremely troubling downward
spending trend on children. Emergency pandemic aid from the ARPA and other pandemic legislation provided
increased food benefits, economic impact payments, housing support, child care investments, education
resources, tax improvements, and other child-centered initiatives. All together these additional resources and
policy improvements achieved historic levels of well-being for U.S. children. The ARPA investments and policy

changes are proi ected to signiﬁcantly decrease child poverty, cutting it by 56% — already we have seen a
substantial in chil verty in 2021. Unfortunately, with the expiration of programs like the improved Child
Tax Credit (CTC), Chl]d povetty has splked -- the January

lun; k rerty, including 1.3 million Hispanic children and over 660,000
Black childrerL

expiration of the improved Child Tax Credit a/ore has

The Covid-19 aid also reduced food insufficiency in households with children by seven percentage points and
provided our education system with increased resources to better the nation’s schools, tackle the learning gap,
shrink the digital divide, and support teachers and other school officials on the frontlines addressing the
unprecedented challenges and tragedies our country’s children and young people ate facing. Yet children were
still the poorest group in the nation in 2020 and our country continues to experience significant racial and

economic disparities. Now we see food insecurity has increased by 12% in households with children and experts

predict that students in high-poverty districts with much more remote learning will lose ground academically.

widening measures of our nation’s racial and economic achievement gaps.

Analysts from Poverty Solutions at the University of Michigan have found that federal pandemic assistance
helped close the persistent gap in material hardship for U.S. families with children and that the advances stuck

even in the face of rising inflation.

Poverty Itself Causes Negau’ve Child Outcomes

According to the |2
Roadmap to Reduce Child Poverty, poverty itself causes negative child outcomes, especmlly when it starts in early
childhood or persists through the early part of the child’s life. A child who grows up in poverty is far less likely to
perform as well as their classmates in school, more likely to experience negative physical and mental health
consequences, more likely to have food insecurity, more vulnerable to homelessness, and more likely to be
subjected to violence, abuse, and neglect.

The NASEM report also points out that there is no one policy change to end child poverty, but instead we need
a host of policy improvements and increased investments to provide for basic needs such as food, housing, child
care, healthcare, education, foster care and other supports to enable our children’s healthy development and
ability to reach their full potential. Our lessons learned during the pandemic confirm the need for increased
investments in our children and a comprehensive policy approach to ensute every child has what they need to
grow up healthy and safe.

Historically the United States has experienced higher levels of child poverty than other wealthy nations because
we have failed to properly invest in our nation’s children and families. Children have been the poorest
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individuals in our society, especially young children who are undergoing critical stages of brain development.
Black, Hispanic, American Indian/Alaska Native, and Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander children all
experience significantly higher levels of poverty than their white peers due to the racism ingrained in so many of
our country’s systems and institutions.

The good news is that we know what works to reduce child poverty. The NASEM study put forward an
evidence-based policy agenda that, if prioritized and implemented by our nation’s lawmakers, would cut our child
poverty rate in half within a decade. It assessed investments in a broad range of programs and policies including
child care, housing, nutrition, worker training, minimum wage, tax code changes and more. It pointed to a child
allowance, operating as an extension of the Child Tax Credit, as the most powerful tool we have to combat child
poverty and narrow the racial poverty gap. Extensive research shows when households with children receive
cash transfers, they spend it on resources that support their children’s healthy development, improving their
physical and behavioral health and educational outcomes, and leading them to earn more as adults. We saw that
recently with the improved monthly CTC payments as households overwhelmingly used them to put food on the
table, pay bills or purchase essential school supplies. Increased household income also relieves parental stress,
giving parents more time and mental energy for their children. The National Academy of Sciences confirms that
reducing child poverty not only has direct implications for individual children’s healthy development and future
success, but also has a significant return on investment for our economy.

American People Support Investments in Our Children

The American people understand the importance of investing in our children and grandchildren. Recent polling
of likely voters by the Take Research Partners found that by over a 6-1 margin, Americans think we are investing
too little on addressing child poverty and are very concemed that children are the poorest group in our nation.
By 86% concerned (61% strongly) to 12% not concerned margin, voters are worried by the 2019 landmark
National Academy of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM) study analysis that estimated “child
poverty costs our society up to $1.1 trillion a year due to higher crime, poor health outcomes, and lower income
levels when children living in poverty grow up.” We know that investing in our children makes good economic
sense as researchers from Columbia University project that a child allowance program will pay massive dividends
— estimating benefits to society at more than eight times the initial costs.

Comprehensive Approach for Investing in All Our Nation’s Kids

Funding for programs that benefit children is disproportionately discretionary, temporary, caj

in growth and without dedicated revenue. The annual investments come from a wide array of federal programs

that exist in the jurisdiction of multiple appropriations subcommittees, but work together to support and protect
our nation’s children. We appreciate the increased funding for a number of programs critically important to the
health, safety and well-being of children included in the FY2022 omnibus. Now, we are deeply concerned that
the FY2023 spending decisions will shortchange children as many competing initiatives and interests loom large.
We urge you to work together to ensure that our children’s diverse and complex needs are met through a
comprehensive budget approach — both discretionary and mandatory -- that results in robust investments and
offers innovative solutions and delivery of services as households with children remain the hardest hit by the
pandemic and its economic fallout.

Recently, we asked the House and Senate Appropriations leadership to prioritize children in the Fiscal Year 2023
annual spending process and specifically:
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o Increase topline spending for non-defense discretionary (NDD) spending in FY2023 over
FY2022.
e Provide robust allocations for four subcommittees with jurisdiction over nearly 99% of child-
related programs and services:
1. Labor, Health and Human Services, Education and Related Agencies
2. Agriculture, Rural Development, FDA and Related Agencies
3. Transportation, Housing and Urban Development and Related Agencies
4. Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies
o Provide funding for the VA Medical Care program outside the topline NDD number - estimated
by the Biden Administration to require more than a twenty percent increase for FY 2023 — to allow for
other vital funding increases.

Impacts of Covid-19 on Kids
The negative and alarming impacts Covid-19 and its economic fallout have had on children are not behind us,
and in fact our children’s pressing needs are right in front of us and intensifying (data current as of June 2022):

e 13 million: The number of U.S. children who have contracted childhood COVID.

e 19 %: The amount of all COVIID-19 cases that are in children - despite early misconceptions that
children don’t get COVID.

e 1,484: Number of children who have died in the United States with childhood COVID.

e 251,000: The amount of children who have lost a caregiver due to COVID-19.

e 3,936: The number of known Covid-19 cases for youth in juvenile facilities as of March 31.

e 16.9 million: The number of U.S. children under 5 who have not yet received their first Covid-19
vaccine dose.

e 13: Where COVID-19 ranks among the top 15 causes of death in U.S. children.
e 6.7 million: Number of children expected to lose health coverage in the United States when the Public
Health Emergency ends.

e 100%: The CDC finds that child body mass index rates nearly doubled during the COVIID-19 pandemic
putting more kids at risk for poor health.

e 3.7 million: The number of U.S.
tax credit expired.

e 1-in-6: The number of U.S. children who experienced food insecurity last year.

e 10.4%: The youth unemployment rate (ages 16-19) for May 2022 compated to a 3.6% overall
unemployment rate.

e 25%: One in four teachers was considering quitting at the end of the 2020-21 school year, according to
a RAND survey.

e 44%: Number of public schools reported having at least one teaching vacancy as of January 2022.

e 51%: Number of those vacancies accounted for by resignations

o 11.7%: Percent of jobs in the child care sector, made up overwhelmingly of women and
disproportionately women of color, that have been lost since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic.

e 18%: Preschool enrollment decline, the first decrease in preschool enrollment in two decades.

e 29%: Percent of 4-year-olds and 5% of 3-year-olds were enrolled in preschool, a substantial decrease
from pre-pandemic levels, erasing a decade of growth in preschool enrollment.

e 11%: Percent of eligible infants and toddlers who were served by Early Head Start.

o 15%: Percent of the 12.8 million children federally eligible for child care subsidies who received them.

e 24.6 million: the number of school-age children who want to attend an afterschool program but don’t
have access to a program nearby.

e 31%: Percentage increase in mental health-related emergency room visits in the U.S. by 12-17-year-olds
in 2020.

v when improvements to the child
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e 2: Where suicide ranks among the top causes of death in the United States for individuals between the
ages of 10-24.

e 0: The number of states that meet the recommended ratio of one social worker for every 250 students.

e 2: The number of states that have a school nurse in every building as recommended by the National
Association of School Nurses and the American Academy of Pediatric

e 4,000+: The number of s nts served by a single school psychologist in West Virginia, Missouri,
Texas, Alaska, and Georgia.

e 3 million: The number of marginalized K-12 students — those with disabilities, experiencing
homelessness, in foster care or who are migrants — who stopped attending school.

e 9.6 million: Number of children enrolled in public or private school who had no contact with teachers
in the last 7 days from March 30- Apnl ll

e 16 million: Numbe dents
learn from home in 2020.

e 3.3 million: estimated number of homes with children less than 6 vears of age
have one or more lead based paint hazards; this includes 2.1 million low income households (<
$35,000/yx).

e 22%: Percentage of U.S. households with children who are behind on rent.

e 3 Million: Number of households with children or roughly 14% of those reporting who are_not at all
confident they can pay next month’s rent.

e 36%: Percent of households with children reported being very likely or somewhat likely to leave their
current home in the next two months due to evictions.

e 20%: The estimated percent of young adults who experience the child welfare system become homeless
the moment they are emancipated at the age of 18.

e 50%: The estimated homeless population who spent time in foster care.

e 44%: The percentage of runaway i
centers.

e 40%: Percent of the households with children responding who found it very or somewhat difficult to
alh hold expenses in the last 7
e Black, Hispanic, Indigenous and other children of color in the United States are far more likely to
contract childhood COVID, be hospitalized, lose a caregiver to the disease, suffer economic
consequences, and endure other pandemic fallout than their white counterparts:

o 65%: Percentage of U.S. children who lost a caregiver to COVID who belong to racial and
ethnic minorities.

o 2x: The likelihood of Black or Hispanic children lomng a wcm\ er to COVID, v. white children.

o 4.5x: The likelihood of American Indian/Alaska N sing a caregiver to COVID, v.
white children.

o 29%: Percentage of Black renters with children who are behind on rent, v. 22% for all U.S.
renters with children.

o 3x: The rate of food insecurity among Black and Hispanic households v. white households.

o 70%: The percentage of total U.S. MISC cases that occurred in children who are Black or
Hispanic.

e 5.4%: The net undercount of young children (ages birth to 4) in the 2020 Census, the highest rate since
tracking began in the 1950 census. The recent release of Demographic Analysis data shows that the net
undercount of young children in 2020 was even larger than in 2010, and young Hispanic and Black
children were missed at more than double the rate of White children. Census data is used to allocate $1.5
trillion a year, affecting numerous programs benefitting kids.

Again, we appreciate your leadership in holding this important hearing to help elevate children’s issues as the
hardships of the pandemic continue to be strongest for families with children who were already struggling to

5
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meet financial obligations, with communities of color bearing the brunt of this hardship. We urge vou to keep

the unique and pressing needs of children at the forefront and in your roll on the Budget Committee fight to

ensure children and vouth are a priority as Congress makes its regular, annual budget decisions.

Every child deserves to have the opportunity, knowledge, skills, and ability to meet the challenges in an ever-
changing world and succeed ndividually and as future decision-makers in our society. We look forward to
working with you to forge a path for our children that addresses their best nterests and provides them with the
access £o resources so very catical to their every day and long-term well-being, healthy development, and

€CONOMIC seCurity.
Sincerely,

Afterschool Alliance

American Academy of Pediatrics

American Federation of Teachers

Association of Children’s Residential & Community Services (ACRC)
Boys & Girls Clubs of America

Children’s Health Fund

Childten’s Hospital Association

Child Welfare League of America (CWLA)

Early Cate and Education Consortium

Family Centered Treatment Foundation

The Family Focused Treatment Association

First Focus Campaign for Children

Foster Success

Futures Without Violence

Healthy Teen Network

John Burton Advocates for Youth

National Association for Family, School, and Community Engagement (NAFSCE)
National Association of Pediatric Nurse Practitioners
National Association of School Nurses

National Diaper Bank Network

National Respite Coalition

National WIC Association

Organizations Concerned About Rural Education
Prevent Blindness

Prevent Child Abuse America

Public Advocacy for Kids (PAK)

Rhode Island KIDS COUNT

Save the Children

Schoolhouse Connection

School Nutrition Assoctation

S

yeamaores
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Voices for Vermont’s Children
Voice for Adoption

YMCA of the USA

Youth Villages

ZERO TO THREE
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FIGHT CRIME:
INVEST IN KIDS

COUNCIL FOR A STRONG AMERICA

June 6, 2022
Dear Members of the 117th Congress,

As you are well aware, crime has been on the rise across the nation over the past two years of the
pandemic. Concurrently, a recent MIT study of the Boston preschool program reflects the reality
that a lack of early educational opportunities can be a root cause of criminality, finding that
preschool enrollees were less likely to have been incarcerated in a juvenile facility during high
school, compared to non-enrollees."

On behalf of the more than 5,000 police chiefs, sheriffs and prosecutors who are members of Fight
Crime: Invest in Kids, and who support solutions to reduce crime and support healthy child and
youth development, we call on Congress to prioritize funding for existing early childhood care
and education (ECE), like pre-k programs. We call on Congress to invest in preschool and
child care programs across the country, so that more children, particularly those from
families with low-incomes, are prepared to learn and succeed when they begin kindergarten.

Specifically, we request prioritizing quality improvement funds to be allocated within Head Start,
Child Care Development Block Grants (CCDBG), and Preschool Development Grants. As law
enforcement leaders, we know first-hand the wisdom of investing in early interventions. We also
understand how interconnected the child care and pre-k systems are in facilitating successful futures.
Many preschool programs are delivered within community- and home-based child care programs.
Many child care programs rely on the tuition they receive from families of preschoolers to
counterbalance the higher cost of infant-and-toddler care. Therefore, a holistic approach to the ECE
system that emphasizes quality is essential.

Children who attend high-quality ECE are more likely to arrive at kindergarten ready to learn, with
enhanced early math, language, and literacy skills. They are also less likely to be held back in school
or to need special education, and more likely to be proficient in reading and math and to have an
increased probability of graduating from high school.

As law enforcement leaders, we strive to keep our communities safe. Congress acting to invest in
early childhood education and urging federal agencies to provide flexible guidance and strategies
will help us achieve the goal of providing interventions proven to reduce juvenile crime, create safe
communities, and forge a strong, productive nation.

Respectfully,

1 Gray-Lobe, G., Pathak, P., & Walters, C. (2021, May). The long-term effects of universal preschool in Boston. https://blueprintcdn.com/wp-
content/uploads/2021/05/Blueprint-Labs-Discussion-Paper-2021.4-Gray-Lobe-Pathak-and-Walters .pdf
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District Attorney
Humboldt County District
Attorney's Office

Donny Youngblood
Sheriff
Kern County Sheriff's Office
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Gaston Griggs
Chief of Police
Lamar Police Department

Sonny Stover
Chief of Police
Morrilton Police Department

Kevin Bell

Sheriff

Randolph County Sheriff's
Office

Scott Ellis

Chief of Police
Angels Camp Police
Department

Brian Johnson
Chief of Police
El Centro Police Department

Dwayne Stewart
District Attorney
Glenn County District
Attorney's Office

George Turegano
Chief of Police
Huron Police Department

Keith Fagundes
District Attorney
Kings County District
Attorney's Office
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Brian Martin
Sheriff
Lake County Sheriff's Office

Tina Nieto
Chief of Police
Marina Police Department

Marty Rivera
Chief of Police
Orange Cove Police
Department

Kyle Sanders
Chief of Police
Red Bluff Police Department

Scott Jones

Sheriff

Sacramento County Sheriff's
Office

Rick Scott

Chief of Police

San Luis Obispo Police
Department

Greg Garner
Chief of Police
Sanger Police Department

Jeffrey Rosen

District Attorney

Santa Clara County District
Attorney's Office

Krishna Abrams
District Attorney
Solano County District
Attorney's Office

StrongNation.org/FightCrime

157

Sally Moreno

District Attorney
Madera County District
Attorney's Office

Steve Bernal

Sheriff

Monterey County Sheriff's
Office

Neil Gang
Chief of Police
Pinole Police Department

Chris Catren
Chief of Police
Redlands Police Department

Abdul Pridgen
Chief of Police

San Leandro Police
Department

Stephen Wagstaffe
District Attorney

San Mateo County District
Attorney's Office

David Valentin
Chief of Police
Santa Ana Police Department

Steve Walpole
Chief of Police
Scotts Valley Police
Department

Jill Ravitch

District Attorney
Sonoma County District
Attorney's Office
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Robert Doyle
Sheriff
Marin County Sheriff's Office

Jon Lewis

Chief of Police
Newport Beach Police
Department

David Hollister
District Attorney
Plumas County District
Attorney's Office

Joe Garza
Chief of Police
Reedley Police Department

Dan Dow

District Attorney

San Luis Obispo Co District
Attorney's Office

Carlos Bolanos

Sheriff

San Mateo County Sheriff's
Office

Joyce Dudley

District Attorney

Santa Barbara County District
Attorney's Office

J. Kirk Andrus

District Attorney
Siskiyou County District
Attorney's Office

Mark Essick
Sheriff

Sonoma County Sheriff's
Office
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Phan Ngo

Chief of Police

Sunnyvale Department of
Public Safety

Noble Waidelich
Chief of Police
Ukiah Police Department

COLORADO

John Kellner

District Attorney
Arapahoe County District
Attorney's Office

Tonia Kapke
Undersheriff
Gilpin County Sheriff's Office

Kirk Taylor
Sheriff
Pueblo County Sheriff's Office

James Knight

Deputy Sheriff

Saguache County Sheriff's
Office

CONNECTICUT

John Ventura

Chief of Police
Connecticut Police Chiefs
Association

John Bucherati
Chief of Police
Seymour Police Department

DELAWARE

Christopher Workman
Chief of Police

Cheswold Police Department
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Matthew Rogers
District Attorney
Tehama County District
Attorney's Office

Jason Salazar
Chief of Police
Visalia Police Department

Michael Dougherty
District Attorney
Boulder County District
Attorney's Office

Robert Payne
Chief of Police
Hugo Police Department

TiRynn Hamblin
Chief of Police
Rangely Police Department

Jeff Martinez
Chief of Police
Sheridan Police Department

Spencer Cerruto
Chief of Police
New Milford Police
Department

Paul Ferencek

State's Attorney
Stamford-Norwalk Judicial
District

Thomas Johnson
Chief of Police
Dover Police Department

[ FightCrime

= FIGHT CRIME:
*:

~ INVEST IN KIDS

COUNCIL FOR A STRONG AMERICA

Timothy Ward
District Attorney
Tulare County District
Attorney's Office

James Saso
Chief of Police
Williams Police Department

Beth McCann

District Attorney
Denver County District
Attorney's Office

Robert Gordanier
Chief of Police
Lakeside Police Department

Anthony Mazzola

Sheriff

Rio Blanco County Sheriff's
Office

Dwight Henninger
Chief of Police
Vail Police Department

Christopher Ferace
Chief of Police
Putnam Police Department

Laura Giles
Chief of Police
Elsmere Police Department
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W. Collins
Chief of Police (Ret.)
Selbyville Police Department

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
Karl Racine

Attorney General

District of Columbia - Office
of the Attorney General

FLORIDA

Robert Mangold

Chief of Police

Atlantis Police Department

Robert McCallum
Sheriff
Levy County Sheriff's Office

Jose Velez
Deputy Chief
Orlando Police Department

John Barkley

Chief of Police
Treasure Island Police
Department

GEORGIA

Ronald Applin

Chief of Police

Atlanta Public Schools Police

Gary Roberts
Chief of Police
Brooklet Police Department
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Robert Mangold
Chief of Police
Atlantis Police Department

Kenneth "Kenny" Barnes
Founder & CEO
Reaching Out to Others
Together

Bryan Dorman
Interim Chief of Police
Bartow Police Department

Frank Rubino
Deputy Chief
Longboat Key Police
Department

Cyrus Robinson
Chief of Police
Port Richey Police Department

Charles Pettus
Chief of Police
Boston Police Department

Stephen Tinsley
Sheriff
Clinch County Sheriff's Office
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Bryan Dorman
Interim Chief of Police
Bartow Police Department

Andrew Warren

State Attorney
Hillsborough County State
Attorney's Office

Katherine Fernandez Rundle
State Attorney

Miami-Dade County State
Attorney's Office

Mark Cheatham
Chief of Police

South Daytona Police
Department

Gary Yandura
Chief of Police
Brookhaven Police
Department

Sherry Boston
District Attorney

De Kalb County District
Attorney's Office
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E. Racine

District Attorney
Douglas County District
Attorney's Office

Joseph Wirthman
Chief of Police
Jefferson Police Department

Mike Kile

Sheriff

Screven County Sheriff's
Office

Gene Scarbrough
Sheriff
Tift County Sheriff's Office

HAWAII

Justin Kollar

Prosecuting Attorney (Ret.)
Kauai County Prosecuting
Attorney's Office

IDAHO

Bryan Taylor

Prosecuting Attorney
Canyon County Prosecutor's
Office

Dave Fisher
Chief of Police
Gooding Police Department

Sam Tower
Chief of Police
Rigby Police Department

ILLINOIS

Gary Farha

State's Attorney
Adams County State's
Attorney's Office
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Stevie Thomas

Sheriff

Franklin County Sheriff's
Office

Louis Dekmar
Chief of Police
LaGrange Police Department

Stephen Mincey
Chief of Police
Stillmore Police Department

Hank Whiters
Chief of Police
Twin City Police Department

Kieran Donahue

Sheriff

Canyon County Sheriff's
Office

Ben Wolfinger

Sheriff (Ret.)

Kootenai County Sheriff's
Office

Patti Bolen
Sheriff
Valley County Sheriff's Office

David Ernest
Sheriff
Boone County Sheriff's Office
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Paul Smith
Chief of Police
Hiawassee Police Department

Chad Nichols
Sheriff
Rabun County Sheriff's Office

Courtney Gale
Chief of Police
Thomson Police Department

Donnie Wunder
Sheriff
Gem County Sheriff's Office

Keith Scholl

Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
Latah County Prosecutor's
Office

Matt Thomas

Sheriff

Washington County Sheriff's
Office

Tricia Smith

State's Attorney

Boone County State Attorney's
Office
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Karl Groesch
Sheriff
Brown County Sheriff's Office

Patrick Finlon
Chief of Police
Cary Police Department

James Jarolimek
Chief of Police
Chicago Ridge Police
Department

Stephen Evans
Chief of Police
Collinsville Police Department

Steve Maroon

Sheriff

Cumberland County Sheriff's
Office

James Kruger
Chief of Police
East Dundee Police
Department

Mark Doran
Sheriff
Ford County Sheriff's Office

Douglas Dyhrkopp
State's Attorney
Gallatin County State's
Attorney's Office
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Steven Casstevens
Chief of Police
Buffalo Grove Police
Department

Devron Ohrn
Sheriff
Cass County Sheriff's Office

Scott Mettille
Chief of Police
Chillicothe Police Department

Dave Weigand
Chief of Police
Crestwood Police Department

Andrew Sullivan

Sheriff

De Kalb County Sheriff's
Office

Nicholas Sikora
Chief of Police
Elburn Police Department

Andrew Killian

State’s Attorney

Ford County State's Attorney's
Office

Derek Peddycord
Chief of Police
Glenwood Police Department
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John Madden
Chief of Police
Burr Ridge Police Department

Dustin Heuerman

Sheriff

Champaign County Sheriff's
Office

Andy Myers
Sheriff
Clay County Sheriff's Office

James Black
Chief of Police
Crystal Lake Police
Department

John Sliozis
Chief of Police
Deerfield Police Department

Fred Hayes
Chief of Police
Elwood Police Department

Ken Gross
Chief of Police
Forest Park Police Department

Phillip Perlini
Chief of Police
Grayslake Police Department
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Jason Helland

State's Attorney
Grundy County State's
Attorney's Office

Ed Wojcicki

Executive Director

Tllinois Association of Chiefs
of Police

Ben Goetten

State's Attorney
Jersey County State's
Attorney's Office

John Idleburg
Sheriff
Lake County Sheriff's Office

Randy Yedinak

State's Attorney
Livingston County State's
Attorney's Office

David Fitts
Chief of Police
Marion Police Department

Jon Sandage

Sheriff

McLean County Sheriff's
Office

Justin Meyer
Chief of Police
Minooka Police Department

Brian Melton
Chief of Police
Morrison Police Department
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Mitchell Davis
Chief of Police
Hazel Crest Police Department

Adam Mefford
Chief of Police
Jacksonville Police
Department

Dwight Baird

Sheriff

Kendall County Sheriff's
Office

Eric Rinehart

State's Attorney

Lake County State's Attorney's
Office

Bradley Hauge
State's Attorney
Logan County State's
Attorney's Office

Wayne Strawn

Sheriff

Marshall County Sheriff's
Office

Sam Pitassi

Chief of Police
Melrose Park Police
Department

Brian Benton
Chief of Police
Mokena Police Department

Chris Sims

Sheriff

Moultrie County Sheriff's
Office
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Kenny Winslow

Deputy Director

Illinois Association of Chiefs
of Police

Jeffrey Bullard

Sheriff

Jefferson County Sheriff's
Office

Steve Balinski
Chief of Police
Kildeer Police Department

Steven Husak
Chief of Police
Lake Zurich Police
Department

Shawn Kahl

Sheriff

Macoupin County Sheriff's
Office

Michael Jones
Chief of Police
Matteson Police Department

Harold Masse

Director of Public Safety
Metropolis Department of
Public Safety

Neal Rohlfing

Sheriff

Monroe County Sheriff's
Office

Lazaro Perez

Chief of Police

North Chicago Police
Department
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Jason Reid
Chief of Police
Oak Forest Police Department

Dustin Sutton

Chief of Police
Peoria Heights Police
Department

William Alexander
Chief of Police
Posen Police Department

David DeMik
Chief of Police
Riverdale Police Department

Bruce Dayno
Chief of Police
Riverwoods Police Department

Jack Campbell

Sheriff

Sangamon County Sheriff's
Office

Brian Baker
Chief of Police
Skokie Police Department

Daryl Syre

Chief of Police
Streamwood Police
Department

Michael McCoy
Chief of Police
Washington Police Department
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Frank Kaminski
Chief of Police
Park Ridge Police Department

John Konopek
Chief of Police
Plainfield Police Department

Randy Kern
Sheriff
Pulaski County Sheriff's Office

Matthew Buckley
Public Safety Director
Riverside Police Department

Robert Dykstra
Chief of Police
Rockdale Police Department

Dan Wright

State's Attorney
Sangamon County State's
Attorney's Office

James Gomric

State's Attorney

St Clair County State's
Attorney's Office

Jacqueline Lacy

State’s Attorney
Vermilion County State's
Attorney's Office

David Wermes
Chief of Police
Wauconda Police Department
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John Dossey
Chief of Police
Pekin Police Department

Sean Smoot

Director

Policeman's Benevolent &
Protective Association of
Tllinois

Demitrous Cook
Chief of Police
Richton Park Police
Department

Thomas Weitzel
Chief of Police (Ret.)
Riverside Police Department

Jim Bianchi
Chief of Police
Sandwich Police Department

Nichole Kroncke
State's Attorney
Shelby County State's
Attorney's Office

Richard Watson

Sheriff

St. Clair County Sheriff's
Office

Chad Pusey

Chief of Police

Village of Oblong Police
Department

Bennie Vick
Sheriff

Williamson County Sheriff's
Office
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Jim Ritz
Chief of Police
Willow Springs Police
Department

James Jensen
Chief of Police
Yorkville Police Department

INDIANA

Michael Maurice
Chief of Police
Beech Grove Police
Department

Christopher Sailors
Sheriff
Fulton County Sheriff's Office

John Lake

Prosecuting Attorney

La Porte County Prosecutor's
Office

Tony Alldredge
Chief of Police
Mount Vernon Police
Department

Leonard Hobbs
Sheriff
Owen County Sheriff's Office

Scott Ruszkowski
Chief of Police
South Bend Police Department

John Plasse
Sheriff
Vigo County Sheriff's Office
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J. Hanley

State's Attorney
Winnebago County State's
Attorney's Office

Steve Dulworth
Chief of Police
Clermont Police Department

Shane Slack
Chief of Police
Greendale Police Department

Patrick Flannelly
Chief of Police (Ret.)
Lafayette Police Department

Scott Noble
Marshal
Odon Police Department

Kyle Prewitt
Chief of Police
Plainfield Police Department

Thomas Vaughn
Chief of Police
Southport Police Department
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Joe Berry
Chief of Police
Worden Police Department

Richard Dollar
Marshal
Fairmount Police Department

Jacob Taulman
Prosecuting Attorney
Jasper County Prosecutor's
Office

Michael Hardman
Chief of Police
Mitchell Police Department

Donald VanDerMoere
Prosecuting Attorney
Owen County Prosecutor's
Office

Tom Latham
Sheriff
Posey County Sheriff's Office

Jay Rich
Prosecuting Attorney

Tipton County Prosecutor's
Office
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IOWA

Alan Krueger
Chief of Police
Arnolds Park Police
Department

Shawn Harden

County Attorney

Buchanan County Attorney's
Office

John Werden

County Attorney

Carroll County Attorney's
Office

Joe Kennedy

Sheriff

Dubuque County Sheriff's
Office

Kevin Vande Vegte
Chief of Police
Le Mars Police Department

Sam Hansen
Chief of Police
Manning Police Department

Jeffrey Pratt

Sheriff

Monona County Sheriff's
Office

Shane McSheehy
Chief of Police
Pella Police Department

Tom Kriegel

Sheriff

Poweshiek County Sheriff's
Office
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Brian Flikeid
Chief of Police
Aurelia Police Department

Paul Allen

County Attorney

Buena Vista County Attorney's
Office

Wayne Jerman
Chief of Police
Cedar Rapids Police
Department

Aaron Dodd

Sheriff

Franklin County Sheriff's
Office

Ross Braden
County Attorney
Lee County Attorney's Office

Gerald Frick
Chief of Police
Manson Police Department

Todd Shields
Chief of Police
Montrose Police Department

John Sarcone
County Attorney
Polk County Attorney's Office

John Thomsen
Chief of Police
Sac City Police Department
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Tony Thompson

Sheriff

Black Hawk County Sheriff's
Office

Marc Denney
Chief of Police
Burlington Police Department

Chad Leonard
Sheriff
Dallas County Sheriff's Office

Janet Lyness

County Attorney

Johnson County Attorney's
Office

Brian Gardner
Sheriff
Linn County Sheriff's Office

Michael Tupper
Chief of Police
Marshalltown Police
Department

Kevin Wollmuth

Sheriff

Osceola County Sheriff's
Office

Kevin Schneider

Sheriff

Polk County Sheriff's Office
Michael Walton

County Attorney
Scott County Attorney's Office
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Rex Mueller
Chief of Police
Sioux City Police Department

Ted Paxton
Chief of Police
Vinton Police Department

Keith Davis
Sheriff
Wayne County Sheriff's Office

KANSAS

John Merchant

Sheriff

Brown County Sheriff's Office

David Forkenbrock
Chief of Police
Lyndon Police Department

KENTUCKY
Brian Haag

Chief of Police
Brandenburg Police
Department

Thomas Wine
Commonwealth Attorney
Jefferson County
Commonwealth Attorney's
Office

Michael Koenig
Chief of Police
Woodlawn Park Police
Department
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Shane Brevik
Chief of Police
Spirit Lake Police Department

John Quinn
Chief of Police
Waukee Police Department

Chad Sheehan

Sheriff

Woodbury County Sheriff's
Office

Nathan Coleman

County Attorney

Cherokee County Attorney's
Office

Troy Thomson
Sheriff
Norton County Sheriff's Office

Lou Anna Red Corn
Commonwealth Attorney
Fayette County
Commonwealth Attorney's
Office

John Root
Sheriff
Laurel County Sheriff's Office
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Paul Fitzgerald
Sheriff
Story County Sheriff's Office

Alan Wilson

County Attorney

Wayne County Attorney's
Office

Jeffrey Herrig

Sheriff

Jefferson County Sheriff's
Office

Daniel Soptic

Sheriff

Wyandotte County Sheriff's
Office

Steven Gold

County Attorney

Henderson County Attorney's
Office

Steven Sparrow

Sheriff

Oldham County Sheriff's
Office
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LOUISIANA

Sedric Meredith
Chief of Police

Columbia Police Department

Tommy Clark
Chief of Police
Grambling Police Department

Lewis Russell
Chief of Police
Oak Grove Police Department

Donald Weatherford
Chief of Police
Pineville Police Department

MAINE

Eric Samson

Sheriff

Androscoggin County Sheriff's
Office

Cyr Martin
Chief of Police
Ashland Police Department

Bob Fitzsimmons
Chief of Police
Baileyville Police Department

Sean Geagan
Chief of Police
Bucksport Public Safety

StrongNation.org/FightCrime

167

Rosetta Harris
Chief of Police
Cullen Police Department

Shayne Gibson
Chief of Police
Greenwood Police Department

Marlin Gusman
Sheriff
Orleans Parish Sheriff's Office

Greg Champagne

Sheriff

St Charles Parish Sheriff's
Office

Todd Collins

District Attorney
Aroostook County District
Attorney's Office

Jason Moen
Chief of Police
Auburn Police Department

Andrew Booth

Chief of Police

Bath Police Department;Maine
Chiefs of Police Association

Troy Cline
Chief of Police
Buxton Police Department
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Hillar Moore

District Attorney

East Baton Rouge Parish
District Attorney's Office

Fabian Blache

Executive Director
Louisiana Association of
Chiefs of Police

Jay Russell

Sheriff

Ouachita Parish Sheriff's
Office

Christopher Wilrye
Chief of Police
Westlake Police Department

Shawn Gillen

Sheriff

Aroostook County Sheriff's
Office

Jared Mills
Chief of Police
Augusta Police Department

Scott Stewart
Chief of Police
Brunswick Police Department

Randy Gagne

Chief of Police

Camden & Rockport Police
Department
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Paul Fenton
Chief of Police

Cape Elizabeth Police
Department

Naldo Gagnon

Deputy Chief

Cumberland County Sheriff's
Office

Anne Jordan

Commissioner (Ret.)
Department of Public Safety
for State of Maine

Glenn Moshier
Chief of Police
Ellsworth Police Department

Matthew Cummings
Chief of Police

Fort Fairfield Police
Department

Aaron Mick
Chief of Police
Fryeburg Police Department

James Carr
Chief of Police
Greenville Police Department

Timothy DeLuca
Chief of Police
Houlton Police Department

Robert MacKenzie
Chief of Police
Kennebunk Police Department
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Matthew Clancy
Chief of Police
Capitol Police Augusta Maine

Kevin Joyce

Sheriff

Cumberland County Sheriff's
Office

Matt Grant

Chief of Police

Dover Foxcroft Police
Department

Thomas Gould
Chief of Police
Fairfield Police Department

Michael DeLena
Chief of Police
Fort Kent Police Department

James Toman
Chief of Police
Gardiner Police Department

Christian Bailey
Chief of Police
Hampden Public Safety

Richard Caton
Chief of Police
Jay Police Department

Tim Carroll
Sheriff
Knox County Sheriff's Office
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Michael Gahagan
Chief of Police
Caribou Police Department

Charles Rumsey
Chief of Police
Cumberland Public Safety

Elliott Moya
Chief of Police
Eliot Police Department

John Kilbride
Chief of Police
Falmouth Police Department

Scott Nichols

Sheriff

Franklin County Sheriff's
Office

Christopher Sanborn
Chief of Police
Gorham Police Department

Scott Kane

Sheriff

Hancock County Sheriff's
Office

Kenneth Mason

Sheriff

Kennebec County Sheriff's
Office

Joey Smith

Interim Chief of Police
Limestone Police Department
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Todd Brackett

Sheriff

Lincoln County Sheriff's
Office

Ernest Steward

Chief of Police
Livermore Falls Police
Department

Richard Desjardins
Director

Maine Criminal Justice
Academy

John Cote
Colonel
Maine State Police

David Wintle
Chief of Police
Newport Maine Police
Department

Michael Tracy
Chief of Police
Oakland Police Department

Michael Dailey
Chief of Police
Paris Police Department

Laurie Kelly
Chief of Police
Presque Isle Police
Department

Jack Clements
Chief of Police
Saco Police Department
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JD Sparks
Chief of Police
Lincoln Police Department

Randall Liberty
Commissioner

Maine - Department of
Corrections

Jack Peck

Deputy Director
Maine Criminal Justice
Academy

Jeffrey Goss
Chief of Police
Mechanic Falls Police
Department

Stephen Peasley
Chief of Police

North Berwick Police
Department

Patricia Arnaudin
Chief of Police
Ogunquit Police Department

Troy Morton

Sheriff

Penobscot County Sheriff's
Office

Tony Milligan
Chief of Police
Rumford Police Department

Joel Merry

Sheriff

Sagadahoc County Sheriff's
Office
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Ryan McGee
Chief of Police
Lisbon Police Department

Edward Tolan
Executive Director
Maine Chiefs of Police
Association

Michael Sauschuck
Commissioner

Maine Department of Public
Safety

Roy Hodsdon

Chief of Police

Mexico Municipal Police
Department

Robert Federico
Chief of Police
Norway Police Department

Scott Wilcox
Chief of Police
Old Town Police Department

Robert Young

Sheriff

Piscataquis County Sheriff's
Office

Erik Baker

Chief of Police
Sabattus ME Police
Department

Mark Holmquist
Chief of Police
Scarborough Police
Department

StrongNation.org/FightCrime

FightCrimelnvest



David Bucknam
Chief of Police
Skowhegan Police Department

Brock Caton

Chief of Police
University of Maine at
Farmington Public Safety

Jeffrey Trafton
Sheriff
Waldo County Sheriff's Office

Sean Lally
Chief of Police
Westbrook Police Department

Danny Mitchell
Chief of Police
Winter Harbor Police
Department

William King
Sheriff
York County Sheriff's Office

MARYLAND

John Nesky

Chief of Police

Bowie Police Department

Lance Richardson

State's Attorney

Queen Anne's County State
Attorney's Office

MASSACHUSETTS
Randhi Belain

Chief of Police

Aquinnah Police Department
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Daniel Ahern
Chief of Police

South Portland Police
Department

Roland LaCroix

Chief of Police

University of Maine Police
Department

Joseph Massey
Chief of Police
Waterville Police Department

Heidi Wilcox
Chief of Police
Wilton Police Department

Larry Hesseltine
Chief of Police
Wiscasset Police Department

Douglas Bracy
Chief of Police (Ret.)
York Police Department

Marcus Jones

Chief of Police
Montgomery County Police
Department

Tim Cameron

Sheriff

St Mary's County Sheriff's
Office

Todd Lemon
Chief of Police
Auburn Police Department
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Michael Emmons
Chief of Police

Togus Venters Center Police
Department

Mark Leonard
Chief of Police
Veazie Police Department

Jo-Ann Putnam
Chief of Police
Wells Police Department

Kevin Schofield
Chief of Police
Windham Police Department

Daniel Gallant
Chief of Police
Yarmouth Police Department

Melvin High

Sheriff

Prince George's County
Sheriff's Office

Douglas Mullendore

Sheriff

Washington County Sheriff's
Office

Nicholas Cocchi

Sheriff

Hampden County Sheriff's
Office
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John Collins

General Counsel
Massachusetts Chiefs of Police
Association

James Hicks
Chief of Police
Natick Police Department

Michael Wynn
Chief of Police
Pittsfield Police Department

MICHIGAN

Thomas Weichel
Prosecuting Attorney
Alcona County Prosecutor's
Office

Joel Jett
Chief of Police
Alpena Police Department

Michael Cecchini

Public Safety Director

Bay City Department of Public
Safety

L. Bailey

Sheriff

Berrien County Sheriff's
Office

David Gilbert

Prosecuting Attorney
Calhoun County Prosecutor's
Office

Paul Myszenski

Director

Center Line Department Of
Public Safety
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Mark Leahy

Executive Director
Massachusetts Chiefs of Police
Association

Jody Kasper

Chief of Police
Northampton Police
Department

Kevin O'Connell
Chief of Police
Waltham Police Department

Myrene Koch

Prosecuting Attorney
Allegan County Prosecutor's
Office

Daniel Bean
Sheriff
Antrim County Sheriff's Office

Sara Swanson

Prosecuting Attorney
Benzie County Prosecutor's
Office

C. John Pollack
Sheriff
Branch County Sheriff's Office

Craig Oatten
Chief of Police

Carrollton Township Police
Department

Robert Stratton

Prosecuting Attorney
Chippewa County Prosecutor's
Office
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Michael Lyle
Chief of Police
Melrose Police Department

David Sullivan
District Attorney
Northwestern District
Attorney's Office

Steven Kieliszewski
Sheriff
Alpena County Sheriff's Office

Shawn Martin

Chief of Police

Baroda-Lake Township Police
Department

Michael Sepic

Prosecuting Attorney
Berrien County Prosecutor's
Office

Daniel Unruh
Chief of Police
Bridgman Police Department

Rick Behnke
Sheriff
Cass County Sheriff's Office

Scott Jennings

Chief of Police

Chocolay Township Police
Department
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Sierra Koch

Prosecuting Attorney
Crawford County Prosecutor's
Office

Peter Wallin
Sheriff
Emmet County Sheriff's Office

Brian Hill

Chief of Police

Gerrish Township Police
Department

Rebecca Whitman
Chief of Police

Grand Rapids Community
College Police Department

Kenneth Werenski
Director
Grosse Pointe Shores DPS

Timothy Rutkowski
Prosecuting Attorney

Huron County Prosecutor's
Office

Kyle Butler

Prosecuting Attorney
Tonia County Prosecutor's
Office

Jerry Jarzynka

Prosecuting Attorney
Jackson County Prosecutor's
Office
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Janet Burt
Crime Survivor
Crime Survivor Network

Robert LaMarche
Director

Escanaba Department of
Public Safety

Brian Lipe

Chief of Police

Grand Blanc City Police
Department

Noelle Moeggenberg
Prosecuting Attorney
Grand Traverse County
Prosecutor's Office

Tressa Beltran
Chief of Police
Hartford Police Department

Carol Siemon

Prosecuting Attorney
Ingham County Prosecutor's
Office

David Barberi

Prosecuting Attorney
Isabella County Prosecutor's
Office

Jeffrey Getting
Prosecuting Attorney
Kalamazoo County
Prosecutor's Office
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Lisa Richards
Prosecuting Attorney

Dickinson County Prosecutor's
Office

David Leyton

Prosecuting Attorney
Genesee County Prosecutor's
Office

Ron Wiles

Chief of Police

Grand Blanc Township Police
Department

Keith Kushion

Prosecuting Attorney
Gratiot County Prosecutor's
Office

Matt Messer

Chief of Police

Holland Department of Public
Safety

Scott Wriggelsworth
Sheriff

Ingham County Sheriff's
Office

Michael Main

Sheriff

Isabella County Sheriff's
Office

Bryan Ergang
Chief of Police

Kalamazoo Township Police
Department
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Patrick Whiteford

Sheriff

Kalkaska County Sheriff's
Office

Scott Sutter
Chief of Police
Linden Police Department

Todd Woods

Chief of Police
Mackinaw City Police
Department

Michael Shadbolt
Chief of Police

Madison Township Police
Department

Greg Zyburt

Sheriff

Marquette County Sheriff's
Office

J. Brooks

Prosecuting Attorney
Midland County Prosecutor's
Office

Michael Williams

Sheriff

Montcalm County Sheriff's
Office

Robert Mendham

Sheriff

Newaygo County Sheriff's
Office

Craig Mast

Sheriff

Oceana County Sheriff's
Office
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Scott McKee
Chief of Police
Lathrup Village Police
Department

Mike Murphy

Sheriff

Livingston County Sheriff's
Office

Anthony Wickersham
Sheriff

Macomb County Sheriff's
Office

Jason Haag

Prosecuting Attorney
Manistee County Prosecutor's
Office

Kim Cole
Sheriff
Mason County Sheriff's Office

Myron Greene

Sheriff

Midland County Sheriff's
Office

Chad Brown

Sheriff

Montmorency County Sheriff's
Office

Jim Millin
Chief of Police
Niles Police Department

Kevin Grace

Sheriff

Oscoda County Sheriff's
Office
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Jeff Mack
Chief of Police
Lawton Police Department

Ed Wilk

Sheriff

Mackinac County Sheriff's
Office

Corey Haines

Chief of Police
Madison Heights Police
Department

Gary Walker

Prosecuting Attorney (Ret.)
Marquette County Prosecutor's
Office

Robert Stevenson
Executive Director
Michigan Association of
Chiefs of Police

Andrea Krause

Prosecuting Attorney
Montcalm County Prosecutor's
Office

D J Hilson

Prosecuting Attorney
Muskegon County Prosecutor
Office

Jon Gale

Chief of Police
Norton Shores Police
Department

Steve Kempker

Sheriff
Ottawa County Sheriff's Office
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Matthew Harshberger
Director

Pittsfield Township Public
Safety Department

Brian BeGole

Sheriff

Shiawassee County Sheriff's
Office

Mike Oakley
Chief of Police
Trenton Police Department

Jerry Clayton

Sheriff

Washtenaw County Sheriff's
Office

Kimberly Koster
Chief of Police
Wyoming Department of
Public Safety

MINNESOTA

Anthony Palumbo
County Attorney

Anoka County Attorney's
Office

Brandon Thyen

Sheriff

Chisago County Sheriff's
Office

Tim Leslie
Sheriff
Dakota County Sheriff's Office
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David Boone
Chief of Police
Roosevelt Park Police
Department

Darrin Wright

Chief of Police

South Rockwood Police
Department

Glen Skrent

Sheriff

Tuscola County Sheriff's
Office

Michael Patton

Chief of Police

West Bloomfield Township
Police Department

Warren Head
Chief of Police
Yale Police Department

Terry Stier

Chief of Police
Belle Plaine Police
Department

Donald Ryan

County Attorney

Crow Wing County Attorney's
Office

Michael Tusken
Chief of Police
Duluth Police Department
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John McColgan

Prosecuting Attorney
Saginaw County Prosecutor's
Office

Michael Wendling
Prosecuting Attorney

St Clair County Prosecutor's
Office

Eli Savit
Prosecuting Attorney
Washtenaw County
Prosecutor's Office

Trent Taylor

Sheriff

Wexford County Sheriff's
Office

Tony DeGiusti
Chief of Police
Ypsilanti Police Department

Greg Skillestad

Chief of Police
Blooming Prairie Police
Department

Kathryn Keena

County Attorney

Dakota County Attorney's
Office

Martin Kelly
Sheriff

Goodhue County Sheriff's
Office
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Eric Holien

Sheriff

Kandiyohi County Sheriff's
Office

Tony Paetznick

Director of Public Safety
New Brighton Department of
Public Safety

Reese Frederickson
County Attorney
Pine County Attorney's Office

David Torgelson

County Attorney

Renville County Attorney's
Office

Jim Franklin
Chief of Police
Rochester Police Department

Luke Hennen
Sheriff
Scott County Sheriff's Office

Steve Soyka
Sheriff
Stearns County Sheriff's Office

Steve Och
Sheriff
Todd County Sheriff's Office

Troy Appel

Chief of Police
Worthington Police
Department
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William Hutton
Executive Director
Minnesota Sheriffs'
Association

Dave Lange

Sheriff

Nicollet County Sheriff's
Office

Jeff Nelson
Sheriff
Pine County Sheriff's Office

Scott Hable

Sheriff

Renville County Sheriff's
Office

Todd Schwieger
Chief of Police
Saint Francis Police
Department

Matt Andres
Chief of Police
Sleepy Eye Police Department

Aaron Jordan

County Attorney

Stevens County Attorney's
Office

Kyra Ladd

County Attorney

Wadena County Attorney's
Office
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Shawn Larsen

Sheriff

Morrison County Sheriff's
Office

Kevin Torgerson

Sheriff

Olmsted County Sheriff's
Office

John Choi

County Attorney

Ramsey County Attorney's
Office

John Fossum
County Attorney
Rice County Attorney's Office

Rodney Seurer
Chief of Police
Savage Police Department

Mitchell Johnsrud
Chief of Police
Starbuck Police Department

Marissa Adam

Chief of Police

Thief River Falls Police
Department

Shannon Boerner
Chief of Police

West Concord Police
Department
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MISSISSIPPI

Travis Patten

Sheriff

Adams County Sheriff's Office

Tyler Winter
Chief of Police
Duck Hill Police Department

John Dedeaux

School Resource Officer
Pass Christian Police
Department

Elsie Cowart
Chief of Police
Sumrall Police Department

Avery Cook
Chief of Police
West Point Police Department

MISSOURI

Dennis Martin

Sheriff

Atchison County Sheriff's
Office

Ray Johnson
Chief of Police
Chesterfield Police
Department

Dan Patterson

Prosecuting Attorney
Greene County Prosecutor's
Office

Dustin Dunklee
Prosecuting Attorney
Morgan County Prosecutor's
Office
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Otha Brown
Chief of Police
Canton Police Department

Richard Smith

District Attorney
Issaquena County District
Attorney's Office

Keith Foster

Chief of Police
Plantersville Police
Department

K C Hamp
Sheriff
Tunica County Sheriff's Office

Albert Lee
Assistant Chief of Police
West Point Police Department

Jacob Shellabarger
Prosecuting Attorney
Audrain County Prosecutor's
Office

Jeffrey Lofton
Chief of Police
Clever Police Department

Brian Parker
Prosecuting Attorney
Tron County Prosecutor's
Office

John Panning
Chief of Police
Mound City Police
Department
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Michael Kelly
Chief of Police
Columbia Police Department

Dewayne Richardson
District Attorney
Leflore County District
Attorney's Office

Ernie Scarber
Chief of Police
Ruleville Police Department

Michael Pendergast
Chief of Police
Waveland Police Department

Ruth Ann Dickerson
Sheriff

Cape Girardeau County
Sheriff's Office

Leonard Sanders
Chief of Police
Fordland Police Department

Gregory Moore
Chief of Police
Moline Acres Police
Department

Christopher Hammann

Chief of Police
New Haven Police Department
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Todd Davis
Chief of Police
Osage Beach Police
Department

Christopher Connally
Chief of Police

Saint Joseph Police
Department

Paul Williams
Chief of Police
Springfield Police Department

Josh Mathes
Chief of Police
Unionville Police Department

MONTANA

Jed Fitch

County Attorney

Beaverhead County Attorney's
Office

Bill Dove

Chief of Police
Bozeman Yellowstone
International Airport

Joshua Racki

County Attorney

Cascade County Attorney's
Office

Hanna Schantz

Prosecutor & County Attorney
Colestrip City & Treasure
County Prosecutor's Office
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Kevin Chrisman
Chief of Police
Parkville Police Department

James McMillen

Chief of Police

Sikeston Department of Public
Safety

Robert Connell
Chief of Police
St. John Police Department

Joe Mahan
Chief of Police
Walnut Grove Police
Department

Rich St. John
Chief of Police
Billings Police Department

Wynn Meehan

Sheriff

Broadwater County Sheriff's
Office

Jesse Slaughter

Sheriff

Cascade County Sheriff's
Office

Wyatt Glade

County Attorney

Custer County Attorney's
Office
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Sean Fagan
Chief of Police
Rolla Police Department

Trampus Taylor
Chief of Police
Sparta Police Department

Matt Selby

Prosecuting Attorney
Stone County Prosecutor's
Office

Janet Wake Larison
Prosecuting Attorney
Worth County Prosecutor's
Office

Kelsie Harwood

County Attorney

Blaine County Attorney's
Office

Ed Lester

Sheriff

Butte-Silver Bow Law
Enforcement Office

Vern Burdick

Sheriff

Chouteau County Sheriff's
Office

Trenton Harbaugh

Sheriff
Fallon County Sheriff's Office
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Brian Heino

Sheriff

Flathead County Sheriff's
Office

Heather Perry

County Attorney

Judith Basin County Attorney's
Office

Doug Colombik
Chief of Police
Miles City Police Department

Stephen Holton
Sheriff
Ravalli County Sheriff's Office

Eileen Joyce

County Attorney

Silver Bow County Attorney's
Office

Donna Whitt
Sheriff
Toole County Sheriff's Office

NEBRASKA

William Clark

Chief of Police

Boys Town Police Department

Dan Osmond
Sheriff
Custer County Sheriff's Office

Richard Smith

County Attorney

Johnson County Attorney's
Office
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Adam Jacques
Chief of Police
Fort Benton Police Department

Tim Wilhelms

Sheriff

Judith Basin County Sheriff's
Office

Kirsten Pabst

County Attorney

Missoula County Attorney's
Office

Allen Fulton

Sheriff

Rosebud County Sheriff's
Office

Keith Van Setten
Sheriff
Teton County Sheriff's Office

Katie Davis
Chief of Police
Troy City Police Department

Neil Miller

Sheriff

Buffalo County Sheriff's
Office

Millard Gustafson
Sheriff
Gage County Sheriff's Office

Melodie Bellamy

County Attorney

Kearney County Attorney's
Office
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Clay Lammers

Sheriff

Garfield County Sheriff's
Office

Leo Dutton

Sheriff

Lewis & Clark County
Sheriff's Office

Roseanne Lockhart
County Attorney

Pondera County Attorney's
Office

Heidi Visocan

Sheriff

Sheridan County Sheriff's
Office

Merle Raph

County Attorney

Toole County Attorney's
Office

Mike Linder

Sheriff

Yellowstone County Sheriff's
Office

William Brueggemann
Sheriff
Cass County Sheriff's Office

Tony Miller
Chief of Police
Humphrey Police Department

Bryan Waugh

Chief of Police
Kearney Police Department
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Todd Schmaderer
Chief of Police
Omaha Police Department

Michael Henry

County Attorney

Phelps County Attorney's
Office

Robert Farber
Chief of Police
Schuyler Police Department

NEVADA

Ken Furlong

Sheriff

Carson City County Sheriff’s
Office

Michael Mancebo
Chief of Police
Lovelock Police Department

NEW HAMPSHIRE
Eliezer Rivera

Sheriff

Cheshire County Sheriff's
Office

NEW JERSEY

Michael Schneider

Chief of Police

Allenhurst Police Department
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Jay Welch
Chief of Police
Ord Police Department

Dwaine Ladwig
Sheriff
Polk County Sheriff's Office

Kevin Spencer
Chief of Police
Scottsbluff Police Department

Richard Hickox

Sheriff

Churchill County Sheriff's
Office

Adam Garcia

Vice President of Public Safety
Services and Director of
University Police Services
Southern Command
University of Nevada, Las
Vegas

Mark Brave

High Sheriff

Strafford County Sheriff's
Office

Jason Massimino

Chief of Police
Berkeley Heights Police
Department
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James Brueggeman
Sheriff

Perkins County Sheriff's
Office

Marc Leonardo
Chief of Police
Ralston Police Department

Jesse Watts
Sheriff
Eureka County Sheriff's Office

Scott Henriod

Sheriff

White Pine County Sheriff's
Office

John Simonds

Sheriff

Sullivan County Sheriff's
Office

Joe Borell

Chief of Police
Bloomingdale Police
Department
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James Bongiorno
Chief of Police
Caldwell Boro Police
Department

Matthew Kunz

Chief of Police

Jackson Township Police
Department

Joseph Mandola

Chief of Police

Old Bridge Township Police
Department

NEW MEXICO

Manuel Gonzales III
Sheriff

Bernalillo County Sheriff's
Office

Maxine Monte-Spidte
Lieutenant
Grants Police Department

Randy Spear

Chief of Police

Village of Capitan Police
Department

NEW YORK

Ricky Whitney

Sheriff

Allegany County Sheriff's
Office

Timothy Whitcomb

Sheriff

Cattaraugus County Sheriff's
Office
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Thomas Miller
Chief of Police

Chatham Township Police
Department

Joseph Flatley

Chief of Police

Logan Township Police
Department

Conrad Pepperman
Chief of Police
Rockaway Boro Police
Department

Dianna Luce

District Attorney
Fifth Judicial District
Attorney's Office

Adan Mendoza

Sheriff

Santa Fe County Sheriff's
Office

Lonnie Sandoval

Chief of Police

Village of Santa Clara Police
Department

Shawn Heubusch
Chief of Police
Batavia City Police
Department

Brian Schenck

Sheriff

Cayuga County Sheriff's
Office
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Jennifer Webb-McRae
County Prosecutor
Cumberland County
Prosecutor's Office

Domingos Saldida
Director of Public Safety
Long Branch City Public
Safety Department

Steven Pittigher
Chief of Police
Stanhope Police Department

Frank Gomez
Sheriff
Grant County Sheriff's Office

Brad McCaslin
Chief of Police

Village of Angel Fire Police
Department

Kyle Amidon

Chief of Police
Canisteo Village Police
Department

Daniel Doellinger
Chief of Police
Chester Town Police
Department
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Todd Waldin
Chief of Police
Cohoes City Police
Department

Jerome Miller

Chief of Police
Depew Village Police
Department

Richard Giardino
Sheriff
Fulton County Sheriff's Office

Michael Jory
Chief of Police
Herkimer Village Police
Department

John Ewanciw
Chief of Police
Middletown City Police
Department

Jeffrey Wiedrick

Chief of Police

Mount Morris Village Police
Department

Carolee Hildenbrandt
Crime Survivor
Parents of Murdered Children

Darin Perrotte
Chief of Police

Saranac Lake Village Police
Department

Dominic Dagostino

Sheriff

Schenectady County Sheriff's
Office
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Dominick Blasko
Chief of Police
Crawford Town Police
Department

Keith Dworkin
Chief of Police
Fishkill Town Police
Department

Eric Osganian

Chief of Police
Geneseo Village Police
Department

Thomas Moran

District Attorney
Livingston County District
Attorney's Office

Joseph Malone
Chief of Police
Mohawk Village Police
Department

Robert Frankland

Chief of Police

New York Mills Village Police
Department

Christopher Isola
Chief of Police
Quogue Village Police
Department

Michael Zurlo

Sheriff

Saratoga County Sheriff's
Office

James Read
Chief of Police

Shelter Island Town Police
Department
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Janice Geddes
Crime Survivor
Crime Survivor Network

Kevin Mulverhill
Sheriff

Franklin County Sheriff's
Office

Anthony Clay

Chief of Police
Gloversville City Police
Department

Thomas Dougherty

Sheriff

Livingston County Sheriff's
Office

Sandra Doorley
District Attorney
Monroe County District
Attorney's Office

David Hoovler
District Attorney
Orange County District
Attorney's Office

Greg Austin

Chief of Police

Rye Brook Village Police
Department

Robert Carney

District Attorney
Schenectady County District
Attorney's Office

Richard Bialkowski

Chief of Police

SUNY Cobleskill University
Police
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Frank Fowler
Chief of Police
Syracuse City Police
Department

Gerald Pickering

Deputy Director

University of Rochester Public
Safety

Kevin Watson

Chief of Police
Woodbury Town Police
Department

NORTH CAROLINA
Jeffrey Harvey
Chief of Police
Atlantic Beach Police
Department

R.C. Jenks
Chief of Police
Cherryville Police Department

Carol Dreiling
Crime Survivor
Crime Survivor Network

Thurman Whisnant
Chief of Police
Hickory Police Department

Allen Lawrence
Chief of Police
Marion Police Department

Jack Smith

Sheriff

Northampton County Sheriff's
Office
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Matthew Van Houten
District Attorney
Tompkins County District
Attorney's Office

Jason Carusone
District Attorney
Warren County District
Attorney's Office

Ronald Spike
Sheriff
Yates County Sheriff's Office

William McKinney
Chief of Police

Cape Carteret Police
Department

Gary Gacek
Chief of Police
Concord Police Department

Gina Hawkins
Chief of Police
Fayetteville Police Department

Michael Yaniero
Chief of Police
Jacksonville Police
Department

Edward McMahon

Sheriff

New Hanover County Sheriff's
Office

Gregory Seabolt

Sheriff

Randolph County Sheriff's
Office
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John Costanzo
Chief of Police
Tuckahoe Village Police
Department

Timothy O'Grady

Chief of Police
Wellsville Village Police
Department

Frank Allen

Chief of Police
Yorkville Village Police
Department

Chris Blue
Chief of Police
Chapel Hill Police Department

Keith King
Chief of Police
Creedmoor Police Department

Chris LeRoy
Chief of Police
Forest City Police Department

Dane Mastin
Chief of Police
Jonesville Police Department

R. Lewis
Chief of Police
Newport Police Department

Charlie Dennis
Chief of Police
Reidsville Police Department
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Sam Page

Sheriff

Rockingham County Sheriff's
Office

Robert Lane
Chief of Police
Sparta Police Department

Thedis Spencer
Chief of Police
Wadesboro Police Department

NORTH DAKOTA

Dave Draovitch
Chief of Police

Bismarck Police Department

Roger Hutchinson
Sheriff

Renville County Sheriff's
Office

OHIO

Stephen Mylett

Chief of Police

Akron Police Department

Robert Gavalier
Chief of Police
Austintown Police Department

Steven Barnett
Prosecuting Attorney
Carroll County Prosecutor's
Office
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Kevin Auten
Sheriff
Rowan County Sheriff's Office

Ken Klamar

Chief of Police
Sunset Beach Police
Department

Christopher Davis
Chief of Police
Weldon Police Department

Stephenie Davis

State's Attorney

Dunn County State Attorney's
Office

Richard Wallace

Chief of Police
Amberley Village Police
Department

Brandon Standley
Chief of Police
Bellefontaine Police
Department

Dale Williams
Sheriff
Carroll County Sheriff's Office
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Jeffrey Ledford
Chief of Police
Shelby Police Department

Phillip Voorhees
Chief of Police
Surf City Police Department

John Foss
Sheriff
Grant County Sheriff's Office

E. Risner

Sheriff

Ashland County Sheriff's
Office

Roy Mosley

Chief of Police

Brimfield Township Police
Department

Josh Sammons

Chief of Police
Chesapeake Police Department
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Ralph Fizer

Sheriff

Clinton County Sheriff's
Office

Melissa Schiffel

Prosecuting Attorney
Delaware County Prosecutor's
Office

Jeffrey Harrison
Chief of Police
Elmore Police Department

Vernon Stanforth
Sheriff
Fayette County Sheriff's Office

Neil Ferdelman
Chief of Police
Greenhills Police Department

Scott Hughes

Chief of Police

Hamilton Township Police
Department

Timothy Zimmerly
Sheriff

Holmes County Sheriff's
Office

Randy Thorp

Sheriff

Licking County Sheriff's
Office

Julia Bates

Prosecuting Attorney
Lucas County Prosecutor's
Office
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Jack Davis
Chief of Police
Cuyahoga Falls Police
Department

Russell Martin

Sheriff

Delaware County Sheriff's
Office

Scott Meyer
Chief of Police
Euclid Police Department

Nathan Brown
Chief of Police

Fort Loramie Police
Department

Guy Sutton
Chief of Police
Hamersville Police
Department

Michael Heldman
Sheriff

Hancock County Sheriff's
Office

Robert Butler

Chief of Police
Independence Police
Department

Kevin Martin
Chief of Police
Lima Police Department

Patrick Rhode
Chief of Police
Lyndhurst Police Department
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Andres Gonzalez
Chief of Police
Cuyahoga Metropolitan
Housing Authority Police
Department

James Howarth

Chief of Police

Delhi Township Police
Department

Jeff Bronson
Chief of Police
Fairfax Police Department

Scott Hildenbrand
Sheriff

Geauga County Sheriff's
Office

Joseph Deters

Prosecuting Attorney
Hamilton County Prosecutor's
Office

Michael Bodenbender
Sheriff
Henry County Sheriff's Office

Charles "Chip" McConville
Prosecuting Attorney

Knox County Prosecutor's
Office

Phil Stammitti

Sheriff
Lorain County Sheriff's Office

Matt Bayles
Sheriff
Marion County Sheriff's Office
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Jeff Grey
Sheriff
Mercer County Sheriff's Office

Mike Freeman
Chief of Police
Owensville Police Department

Larry Travis
Sheriff
Pike County Sheriff's Office

Curtis Baker
Chief of Police
Reynoldsburg Police
Department

Matt Arbenz
Chief of Police

Saint Clairsville Police
Department

George Maier
Sheriff
Stark County Sheriff's Office

Gregg Minichello

Chief of Police

Village of Gates Mills Police
Department

Mark McDonough
Chief of Police
Whitehouse Police Department

OKLAHOMA

Ryan McNeil
Chief of Police

Cherokee Police Department
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Fred Bittner

Chief of Police (Ret.)
Mayfield Heights Police
Department

John Jones
Chief of Police
Oxford Police Department

Timothy Livengood
Chief of Police
Pioneer Police Department

George Lavender
Sheriff
Ross County Sheriff's Office

Russell Baron
Chief of Police
Shawnee Hills Police
Department

Sherri Bevan Walsh
Prosecuting Attorney

Summit County Prosecutor's
Office

Timothy Hunker
Chief of Police
Wakeman Police Department

Katherine Zartman
Prosecuting Attorney
Williams County Prosecutor's
Office

Joe Janz
Sheriff
Kiowa County Sheriff's Office
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John Majoy
Chief of Police
Newburgh Heights Police
Department

Judy Wolford

Prosecuting Attorney
Pickaway County Prosecutor's
Office

Michael Simpson
Sheriff
Preble County Sheriff's Office

Michael Simos
Chief of Police

Saint Bernard Police
Department

James Frye
Sheriff
Shelby County Sheriff's Office

Christopher Hartung
Chief of Police
Vermilion Police Department

Travis Hutchinson
Sheriff
Wayne County Sheriff's Office

Mark Wasylyshyn
Sheriff
Wood County Sheriff's Office

Brandon Clabes

Director

Oklahoma's Law Enforcement
Training Council (CLEET)
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John Christian

Sheriff

Pontotoc County Sheriff's
Office

OREGON

Geoff Spalding

Chief of Police

Astoria Police Department

Rick Puente

Chief & Director of Public
Safety

Beaverton School District

Jason Schermerhorn
Chief of Police
Cannon Beach Police
Department

Ron Brown

District Attorney
Clatsop County District
Attorney's Office

Scott Shepherd
Chief of Police
Cottage Grove Police
Department

John Ward
Sheriff
Curry County Sheriff's Office

Chris Skinner
Chief of Police
Eugene Police Department
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Allan Grubb

District Attorney
Pottawatomie County District
Attorney's Office

Richard Schmitz
Chief of Police
Aumsville Police Department

Jefri Van Arsdall
Sheriff
Benton County Sheriff's Office

Kevin Martinez
Chief of Police
Carlton Police Department

Matthew Phillips
Sheriff

Clatsop County Sheriff's
Office

Dennis Lees
Crime Survivor
Crime Survivor Network

Tom Simpson
Chief of Police
Dallas Police Department

Jeffrey Bowman
Chief of Police
Gearhart Police Department
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Billy Parker
Chief of Police
Woodward Police Department

Greg Baxter

District Attorney
Baker County District
Attorney's Office

Richard Stokoe
Chief of Police
Boardman Police Department

Angela Brandenburg
Sheriff

Clackamas County Sheriff's
Office

Nick Hurley
Chief of Police
Corvallis Police Department

John Gautney
Sheriff
Crook County Sheriff's Office

Richard Wesenberg
District Attorney
Douglas County District
Attorney's Office

Tan Brown

Sergeant
Gearhart Police Department
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Mark Chase
Chief of Police
Gervais Police Department

Jason Edmiston
Chief of Police
Hermiston Police Department

John Teague
Chief of Police
Keizer Police Department

Clifton Harrold
Sheriff
Lane County Sheriff's Office

Paige Clarkson
District Attorney
Marion County District
Attorney's Office

Luke Strait
Chief of Police
Milwaukie Police Department

Mike Schmidt

District Attorney
Multnomah County District
Attorney's Office

Jason Malloy
Chief of Police
Newport Police Department

Kevin Campbell

Executive Director

Oregon Association of Chiefs
of Police
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Marion Weatherford
District Attorney
Gilliam County District
Attorney's Office

Carrie Rasmussen

District Attorney

Hood River County District
Attorney's Office

Dale Jorgensen
Chief of Police

Lake Oswego Police
Department

David Goldthorpe
District Attorney
Malheur County District
Attorney's Office

Matt Scales
Chief of Police
McMinnville Police
Department

Justin Nelson

District Attorney
Morrow County District
Attorney's Office

Michael Reese

Sheriff

Multnomah County Sheriff's
Office

Brian Martinek

Executive Director
Northwest Regional Re-Entry
Center

Jason Myers
Executive Director
Oregon State Sheriffs'
Association
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John Schmerber
Chief of Police
Gladstone Police Department

Beth Heckert

District Attorney
Jackson County District
Attorney's Office

Patricia Perlow
District Attorney
Lane County District
Attorney's Office

Brian Wolfe

Sheriff

Malheur County Sheriff's
Office

Doug Boedigheimer
Chief of Police
Milton-Freewater Police
Department

Mark Daniel

Chief of Police
Mount Angel Police
Department

Jonathan Brewster
Chief of Police
Myrtle Creek Police
Department

Don Ballou
Chief of Police
Nyssa Police Department

Charles Byram
Chief of Police
Pendleton Police Department
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Derek Bowker
Chief of Police
Phoenix Police Department

Wade McLeod

District Attorney
Sherman County District
Attorney's Office

William Porter

District Attorney
Tillamook County District
Attorney's Office

Terry Rowan

Sheriff

Umatilla County Sheriff's
Office

Rebecca Frolander
District Attorney
Wallowa County District
Attorney's Office

Bradley Berry

District Attorney
Yamhill County District
Attorney's Office

PENNSYLVANIA
Brian Sinnett

District Attorney
Adams County District
Attorney's Office

Clinton Walters

Sheriff

Bradford County Sheriff's
Office
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Trevor Womack
Chief of Police
Salem Police Department

Troy Mills
Chief of Police
Sutherlin Police Department

Joshua Brown

Sheriff

Tillamook County Sheriff's
Office

Darla Huxel
Chief of Police
Umatilla Police Department

Joel Fish

Sheriff

Wallowa County Sheriff's
Office

Tim Svenson

Sheriff

Yamhill County Sheriff's
Office

John Adams

District Attorney
Berks County District
Attorney's Office

Erik Grunzig
Chief of Police

Brecknock Township Police
Department
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David Ham
Chief of Police
Seaside Police Department

Kathy McAlpine
Chief of Police
Tigard Police Department

Bill Steele
Chief of Police
Tualatin Police Department

Kelsie McDaniel
District Attorney
Union County District
Attorney's Office

Mathew Workman
Chief of Police
Warrenton Police Department

Michelle Kott
Chief of Police
Bethlehem Police Department

Stephen Gray
Chief of Police
Bryn Athyn Police Department
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Matthew Weintraub
District Attorney
Bucks County District
Attorney's Office

Matthew Menna

Sergeant

Caernarvon Township Police
Department

David Strouse

District Attorney
Clinton County District
Attorney's Office

Jack Stollsteimer
District Attorney
Delaware County District
Attorney's Office

Jason Loper
Chief of Police

Fairview Township Police
Department

Keith Stains
Sheriff
Fulton County Sheriff's Office

Gerald Williams

Chief of Police

Jackson Township Police
Department

Heather Adams

District Attorney
Lancaster County District
Attorney's Office

James Martin

District Attorney
Lehigh County District
Attorney's Office

StrongNation.org/FightCrime

189

Richard Goldinger
District Attorney
Butler County District
Attorney's Office

Stephen Margeson

Chief of Police

Camp Hill Borough Police
Department

Barton Bucher
Chief of Police
Collegeville Police
Department

Kevin McCarthy
Chief of Police

East Earl Township Police
Department

James Custer
Sheriff
Fayette County Sheriff's Office

Jeffrey Leonard

Sheriff

Huntingdon County Sheriff's
Office

Carl Gotwald

Sheriff

Jefferson County Sheriff's
Office

Christopher Leppler
Sheriff

Lancaster County Sheriff's
Office

Allen Breach
Chief of Police

Locust Township Police
Department
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Michael Slupe
Sheriff
Butler County Sheriff's Office

Bryan Sampsel
Sheriff
Centre County Sheriff's Office

Timothy Chamberlain
Sheriff

Columbia County Sheriff's
Office

Elizabeth Hirz

District Attorney

Erie County District Attorney's
Office

Dane Anthony

Sheriff

Franklin County Sheriff's
Office

Robert Fyock

Sheriff

Indiana County Sheriff's
Office

William Holdsworth
Chief of Police
Kennett Square Police
Department

Pier Hess Graf

District Attorney
Lebanon County District
Attorney's Office

Thomas Barndt

Chief of Police

Lower Saucon Township
Police Department
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Sam Sanguedolce
District Attorney
Luzerne County District
Attorney's Office

Louis Marcelli
Chief of Police
Malvern Police Department

Clair Heath

Sheriff

Montour County Sheriff's
Office

David Steffen
Chief of Police

Northern Lancaster County
Regional Police Department

David Mettin
Chief of Police

Plumstead Township Police
Department

John Zechman
Sheriff
Snyder County Sheriff's Office

William Richendrfer

Chief of Police

South Centre Township Police
Department

John Gardner
Chief of Police
State College Police
Department
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R. Mark Lusk

Sheriff

Lycoming County Sheriff's
Office

James Drayer
Sheriff
Mifflin County Sheriff's Office

Ivy Brenzel

Chief of Police

Moscow Borough Police
Department

Scott Bohn

Executive Director
Pennsylvania Chiefs of Police
Association

Michael O'Pake

District Attorney
Schuylkill County District
Attorney's Office

Dominick Bellizzie

Chief of Police

Solebury Township Police
Department

John Phoennik

Chief of Police

South Fayette Township Police
Department

Lance Benedict

Sheriff

Susquehanna County Sheriff's
Office
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Frederick Dyroff
Chief of Police

Mahoning Township Police
Department

Angela Mattis

District Attorney
Montour County District
Attorney's Office

Terence Houck

District Attorney
Northampton County District
Attorney's Office

Raymond Tonkin
District Attorney
Pike County District
Attorney's Office

Michael Piecuch
District Attorney
Snyder County District
Attorney's Office

Jeffrey Kuntz

Chief of Police

South Buffalo Township
Police Department

George Swartz

Chief of Police

Spring Garden Township
Police Department

Frank Levindoski

Sheriff
Tioga County Sheriff's Office
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Timothy Troxel
Chief of Police

Towamencin Township Police
Department

A.G. Howell

District Attorney
Wayne County District
Attorney's Office

Bruce Fromlak

Chief of Police

West View Borough Police
Department

Richard Keuerleber
Sheriff
York County Sheriff's Office

RHODE ISLAND

Hugh Clements
Chief of Police

Providence Police Department

SOUTH CAROLINA
David Maxwell

Chief of Police

Due West Police Department

Clarke Stearns

Sheriff

McCormick County Sheriff's
Office

Wesley Palmore

Chief of Police
Prosperity Police Department
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David Duffy
Chief of Police

Upper Gwynedd Township
Police Department

Christopher Rosler
Sheriff
Wayne County Sheriff's Office

William Clark

Chief of Police

Wilkes Barre Township Police
Department

Sidney Wordell
Chief of Police

Rhode Island Chiefs of Police
Association

TJ Chaudoin
Chief of Police
Greenwood Police Department

Michael Crenshaw
Sheriff

Oconee County Sheriff's
Office

Leon Lott

Sheriff

Richland County Sheriff's
Office
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Eric Foy

Sheriff

Venango County Sheriff's
Office

Brian Wiczkowski

Chief of Police

West Lampeter Township
Police Department

David Sunday
District Attorney
York County District
Attorney's Office

Shawn Boseman
Chief of Police
Honea Path Police Department

John Rebolj
Chief of Police
Pelion Police Department

Chad Hyler

Chief of Police

Town of Salley Department of
Public Safety
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SOUTH DAKOTA

Fred Lamphere

Sheriff

Butte County Sheriff's Office

Tyler Appel

Sheriff

Roberts County Sheriff's
Office

TENNESSEE

Chris Russell

Chief of Police

Alexandria Police Department

Kenneth Griffin
Chief of Police
Decherd Police Department

Bradley Lindsey
Chief of Police
Dyer Police Department

Donald Bandy
Chief of Police
Gallatin Police Department

Mickey Miller

Chief of Police
Hendersonville Police
Department

Russell Johnson

District Attorney General
Loudon County District
Attorney General's Office
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Tracy Kelley

State's Attorney

Custer County State Attorney's
Office

Bill Stahl
Sheriff
Sully County Sheriff's Office

Felix Vess

Chief of Public Safety
Chattanooga Housing
Authority

Tim Eads

Sheriff

Dickson County Sheriff's
Office

Steve Isbell
Chief of Police
Dyersburg Police Department

Richard Hall

Chief of Police
Germantown Police
Department

Walter Smothers
Public Safety Director
Huntingdon Police Department

Tim Guider

Sheriff

Loudon County Sheriff's
Office
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Brandon Wingert
Sheriff

Hanson County Sheriff's
Office

Mark Gibson
Chief of Police
Cleveland Police Department

Jeff Box
Sheriff
Dyer County Sheriff's Office

Michael Williams
Chief of Police
Fairfield Glade Police
Department

Wesley Holt
Sheriff
Greene County Sheriff's Office

James Dunn

District Attorney General
Jefferson County District
Attorney General's Office

Adam Floied

Assistant Chief of Police
Manchester Police Department
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J. Shults
Chief of Police
Newport Police Department

Lisa Zavogiannis

District Attorney General
Van Buren County District
Attorney General's Office

TEXAS

Jonathan Flores

Chief of Police

Alton Police Department

Lynn Dixon
Chief of Police

Austin Community College
Police Headquarters

John Sage
Crime Survivor
Bridges to Life

Derick Miller
Chief of Police
Carrollton Police Department

Jeff Christy
Chief of Police
Conroe Police Department

Jonette Warner
Crime Survivor
Crime Survivor Network

Sarah Keith
Officer
Denton Police Department
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Michael Brock
Chief of Police
Spencer Police Department

Dusty Rhoades

Sheriff

Williamson County Sheriff's
Office

Robert Lee
Chief of Police
Alvin Police Department

Eric Howard
City Marshal
Baird Marshal's Office

Billy Cordell
Chief of Police
Burleson Police Department

Ely Reyes
Chief of Police
Cedar Hill Police Department

Eddie Wilson

Chief of Police
Copperas Cove Police
Department

Debra Wayne
Crime Survivor
Crime Survivor Network

Joseph Costa
Chief of Police
DeSoto Police Department
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Frankie Gray

Sheriff

Stewart County Sheriff's
Office

Eric Blanchard
Chief of Police
Aransas Pass Police
Department

Javier Salazar
Sheriff
Bexar County Sheriff's Office

Bobbie Vickery

Sheriff

Calhoun County Sheriff's
Office

Kelly Davis
Chief of Police
Comanche Police Department

Mark & Kathryn Dittman
Crime Survivors
Crime Survivor Network

Jay Lewis
Chief of Police
Cuero Police Department

Richard Wiles
Sheriff

El Paso County Sheriff's
Office

StrongNation.org/FightCrime

FightCrimelnvest



Marco Pena
Chief of Police
Elmendorf City Police
Department

Kevin Phillips
Chief of Police
Gainesville Police Department

Maxey Cerliano
Sheriff
Gregg County Sheriff's Office

Randal Schlauch
Chief of Police
Hallettsville Police
Department

Manfred Gilow
Chief of Police
Hawkins Police Department

Ken Theis
Chief of Police
Humble Police Department

Ricardo Torres
Chief of Police
Kingsville Police Department

Scott Cass
Sheriff
Lamar County Sheriff's Office

Bill Sala
Chief of Police
Luling Police Department
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Michael Brown
Chief of Police
Euless Police Department

Buddy Mills

Sheriff

Gillespie County Sheriff's
Office

Donald Sowell
Sheriff
Grimes County Sheriff's Office

Cody Phillips
Chief of Police
Haltom City Police
Department

James Devlin
Chief of Police
Hewitt Police Department

Joe Ayala
Chief of Police
Jacinto City Police Department

Richard Candelaria
Chief of Police
Knox City Police Department

Gary Maddox
Sheriff
Lamb County Sheriff's Office

Kyle Montgomery
Chief of Police
Magnolia Police Department
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Mike Sullivan
Chief of Police
Farmersville Police
Department

Jason Jordan
Chief of Police
Godley Police Department

Arnold Zwicke

Sheriff

Guadalupe County Sheriff's
Office

Ed Gonzalez
Sheriff
Harris County Sheriff's Office

Roger Deeds
Sheriff
Hood County Sheriff's Office

Charles Kimble
Chief of Police
Killeen Police Department

J.T. Manoushagian
Chief of Police
Lake Worth Police Department

Micah Harmon
Sheriff
Lavaca County Sheriff's Office

Mark Whitacre
Chief of Police

Marble Falls Police
Department
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Patrick Toombs

Sheriff

Mitchell County Sheriff's
Office

Chris Chandler
Chief of Police
Murphy Police Department

Kent Holcomb
Chief of Police
Nocona Police Department

Gerald Yezak

Sheriff

Robertson County Sheriff's
Office

Gloria Robles
Sergeant
Stinnett Police Department

Tim Barnes

Chief of Police
Van Alstyne Police
Department

Terry Lynch
Chief of Police
Wharton Police Department

Rick Scott
Chief of Police
Wolfforth Police Department

Raymundo Del Bosque
Sheriff
Zapata County Sheriff's Office
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Jack Martin
Sheriff
Morris County Sheriff's Office

Jason Bridges

Sheriff

Nacogdoches County Sheriff's
Office

Terry Bouchard

Sheriff

Ocbhiltree County Sheriff's
Office

Greg Capers

Sheriff

San Jacinto County Sheriff's
Office

Shawn Reynolds
Chief of Police
Temple Police Department

Constance Filley Johnson
Criminal District Attorney
Victoria County Criminal DA
Office

David Duke

Sheriff

Wichita County Sheriff's
Office

Kelly Butler
Chief of Police
Wortham Police Department
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Mitchell Bennett
Chief of Police
Moulton Police Department

Courtney Ponthier
District Attorney
Newton County District
Attorney's Office

Charles Parson
Chief of Police
Rice City Police Department

Sean Wright
Chief of Police
Seabrook Police Department

Sally Hernandez
Sheriff
Travis County Sheriff's Office

Kevin Reaves

Chief of Police
Westworth Village Police
Department

James Nowak

Chief of Police
Willis Police Department

Anthony Henderson
Chief of Police
Wylie Police Department
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UTAH

Cameron Noel

Sheriff

Beaver County Sheriff's Office

John Eining
Chief of Police
Draper City Police Department

Tom Cram
Chief of Police
Kanab Police Department

Wade Carpenter
Chief of Police
Park City Police Department

Al Taylor
Chief of Police
Salina City Police Department

Nathan Curtis
Sheriff
Sevier County Sheriff's Office

Mike Smith
Chief of Police
Utah County Sheriff's Office

VERMONT

Ron Hoage

Chief of Police

Essex Police Department

Tim Page

Chief of Police

Saint Johnsbury Police
Department
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Kevin Potter

Sheriff

Box Elder County Sheriff's
Office

Dave Booth
Chief of Police
Heber City Police Department

Tracy Glover
Sheriff
Kane County Sheriff's Office

Brandon Sicilia
Chief of Police
Price City Police Department

Mike Brown

Chief of Police

Salt Lake City Police
Department

Jack Carruth

Chief of Police

South Salt Lake City Police
Department

Jason Williams

Chief of Police
Washington City Police
Department

James Hughes

State’s Attorney
Franklin County State's
Attorney's Office
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Paul Child
Chief of Police
Centerville Police Department

Kenneth Carpenter
Sheriff
Iron County Sheriff's Office

Solomon Oberg
Chief of Police
Kaysville Police Department

Brad James
Chief of Police
Salem Police Department

Jason Torgerson

Sheriff

San Juan County Sheriff's
Office

Steve Labrum

Sheriff
Uintah County Sheriff's Office

Simon Keeling
Chief of Police
Norwich Police Department
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VIRGINIA

Donald Smith

Sheriff

Augusta County Sheriff's
Office

Anne Williams
Commonwealth’s Attorney
Clarke County
Commonwealth's Attorney's
Office

Nathan Green
Commonwealth's Attorney
James City County
Commonwealth's Attorney's
Office

James Cowart

Chief of Police
Mount Jackson Police
Department

Vanessa Crawford

City Sheriff

Petersburg City Sheriff's
Office

Paul Davis

Chief of Police
Shenandoah Police
Department

Joel Hash
Chief of Police
Wytheville Police Department

WASHINGTON

Dale Wagner

Sheriff

Adams County Sheriff's Office
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William Kidd

Sheriff

Buckingham County Sheriff's
Office

Richard Vaughan

Sheriff

Grayson County Sheriff's
Office

John Charboneau
Sheriff

King & Queen County
Sheriff's Office

Joe McLaughlin

Sheriff

New Kent County Sheriff's
Office

Stephanie Morales
Commonwealth's Attorney
Portsmouth City
Commonwealth's Attorney's
Office

Stuart Bowen
Chief of Police
South Hill Police Department

Andrew Miller

Prosecuting Attorney
Benton County Prosecutor's
Office
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James Brown
City Sheriff
Charlottesville Sheriff's Office

James Wagoner
Chief of Police
Independence Police
Department

Don Sloan

City Sheriff

Lynchburg City Sheriff's
Department

Joseph Baron

City Sheriff

Norfolk City Sheriff's
Department

Colette McEachin
Commonwealth's Attorney
Richmond City
Commonwealth's Attorney's
Office

Ernest Giles
Sheriff
Sussex County Sheriff's Office

Jamey Kiblinger
Chief of Police

Black Diamond Police
Department
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Bryan Jeter
Chief of Police
Bonney Lake Police
Department

C. Dale Slack

Prosecuting Attorney
Columbia County Prosecutor's
Office

Brad Thurman

Sheriff

Cowlitz County Sheriff's
Office

Dan Templeman
Chief of Police
Everett Police Department

Kathryn Burke
Prosecuting Attorney
Ferry County Prosecutor's
Office

Jim Raymond

Sheriff

Franklin County Sheriff's
Office

Kelly Busey
Chief of Police
Gig Harbor Police Department

Gregory Banks
Prosecuting Attorney
Island County Prosecutor's
Office

Cherie Harris

Chief of Police
Kirkland Police Department

StrongNation.org/FightCrime

198

Mark Nichols

Prosecuting Attorney
Clallam County Prosecutor's
Office

Joseph Helm

Sheriff

Columbia County Sheriff's
Office

Ken Thomas
Chief of Police
Des Moines Police Department

Andy Hwang
Chief of Police
Federal Way Police
Department

Pete Fisher
Chief of Police
Fife Police Department

Matt Newberg

Prosecuting Attorney
Garfield County Prosecutor's
Office

Tom Jones
Sheriff
Grant County Sheriff's Office

Joe Nole

Sheriff

Jefferson County Sheriff's
Office

Chad Enright

Prosecuting Attorney
Kitsap County Prosecutor's
Office
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Chuck Atkins
Sheriff
Clark County Sheriff's Office

Chris Lee
Chief of Police
Connell Police Department

Susan Shultz
Chief of Police
Elma Police Department

Kevin Turner
Chief of Police
Ferndale Police Department

John Cheesman
Chief of Police
Fircrest Police Department

Drew Hyer

Sheriff

Garfield County Sheriff's
Office

Rick Scott

Sheriff

Grays Harbor County Sheriff's
Office

Rafael Herrera
Chief of Police
Kalama Police Department

Gregory Zempel
Prosecuting Attorney
Kittitas County Prosecutor's
Office
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Robert Almada
Interim Chief of Police
Lacey Police Department

Brett Vance
Chief of Police
Montesano Police Department

Dan Yourkoski

Chief of Police
Normandy Park Police
Department

Robin Souvenir
Sheriff
Pacific County Sheriff's Office

Michael Villa

Interim Chief of Police
Port of Seattle Police
Department

Chuck Spoor
Chief of Police
Raymond Police Department

Don McDermott
Sheriff
Skagit County Sheriff's Office

Craig Meidl
Chief of Police
Spokane Police Department

Michael Lasnier
Chief of Police
Suquamish Tribe Police
Department
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Tavier Wasser
Chief of Police
Langley Police Department

Roger Morningstar
Chief of Police
Morton Police Department

Henry Simon
Director of Safety and Security
Northshore School District

Glenn Blakeslee

Sheriff

Pend Oreille County Sheriff's
Office

Gary Jenkins
Chief of Police
Pullman Police Department

Darrell Lowe
Chief of Police
Redmond Police Department

Adam Kick

Prosecuting Attorney
Skamania County Prosecutor's
Office

Tom Yabe

Chief of Police
Steilacoom Department of
Public Safety

John Snaza

Sheriff

Thurston County Sheriff's
Office
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Steve Burns
Chief of Police
Medina Police Department

Kevin Fuhr

Chief of Police
Moses Lake Police
Department

Tony Hawley

Sheriff

Okanogan County Sheriff's
Office

Brian Smith

Chief of Police

Port Angeles Police
Department

Kieth Siebert
Chief of Police
Quincy Police Department

Jim Bergstrom

Chief of Police

Shoalwater Bay Tribal Police
Department

Ozzie Knezovich

Sheriff

Spokane County Sheriff's
Office

Brad Moericke

Chief of Police
Sumner Police Department

Paul Budrow
Chief of Police
Twisp Police Department
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Mark Howie

Sheriff

Wahkiakum County Sheriff's
Office

Richard Martin
Chief of Police
Warden Police Department

Jim Kelly
Chief of Police
Woodland Police Department

WEST VIRGINIA
Tony Link
Chief of Police
Berkeley Springs Police
Department

Dan James

Prosecuting Attorney
Morgan County Prosecutor's
Office

Robert Dotson
Chief of Police
Whitesville Police Department

WISCONSIN

Paul Susienka

Sheriff

Bayfield County Sheriff's
Office

Timothy Styka

Chief of Police

City of Menasha Police
Department
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James Nagle
Prosecuting Attorney
Walla Walla County
Prosecutor's Office

John Batiste
Chief of Police
Washington State Patrol

Joseph Brusic

Prosecuting Attorney
Yakima County Prosecutor's
Office

Matthew Gregory
Chief of Police
Buckhannon Police
Department

Thomas Varndell
Chief of Police
Star City Police Department

John Kreuziger
Chief of Police
Beaver Dam Police
Department

Tony Ruesga
Chief of Police
Cross Plains Police
Department
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Mark Crider

Sheriff

Walla Walla County Sheriff's
Office

Denis Tracy

Prosecuting Attorney
Whitman County Prosecutor's
Office

Robert Udell

Sheriff

Yakima County Sheriff's
Office

Steven Shine
Chief of Police
Fairmont Police Department

Kristin Cook
Prosecuting Attorney

Summers County Prosecutor's
Office

Brente Knutson
Chief of Police
Cashton Police Department

Ismael Ozanne
District Attorney
Dane County District
Attorney's Office
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James Olson
Chief of Police
De Forest Police Department

Robert Kowalski
Chief of Police
Edgerton Police Department

Joseph Balog
Chief of Police
Genoa City Police Department

Mark Podoll

Sheriff

Green Lake County Sheriff's
Office

Brent Oleson
Sheriff
Juneau County Sheriff's Office

Matthew Joski

Sheriff

Kewaunee County Sheriff's
Office

Daniel Hardman
Chief of Police
Lake Delton Police
Department

Eric Atkinson
Chief of Police
Menomonie Police Department

Daniel Streit
Chief of Police
Mukwonago Police
Department
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Erik Kehl
Chief of Police
Delafield Police Department

Eric Soberg

Community Resource Officer
Everest Metro Police
Department

Jeff Caponera
Chief of Police
Grafton Police Department

Amy Yahnke
Interim Chief of Police
Horicon Police Department

David Beal
Chief of Police
Juneau Police Department

David Funkhouser
Chief of Police
Kiel Police Department

Nick Reimer
Chief of Police
Manitowoc Police Department

John Chisholm

District Attorney
Milwaukee County District
Attorney's Office

Jim Johnson

Sheriff

Ozaukee County Sheriff's
Office
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Tammy Sternard
Sheriff
Door County Sheriff's Office

Adrian Bump

Chief of Police

Fort Atkinson Police
Department

Gerise LaSpisa

District Attorney

Green Lake County District
Attorney's Office

David Moore
Chief of Police
Janesville Police Department

David Beth

Sheriff

Kenosha County Sheriff's
Office

Jeff Wolf

Sheriff

LaCrosse County Sheriff's
Office

Jerome Sauve

Sheriff

Marinette County Sheriff's
Office

Jeffrey Norman

Chief of Police
Milwaukee Police Department

Nancy Hove
Sheriff
Pierce County Sheriff's Office
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Keith Klafke
Chief of Police
Portage Police Department

Christopher Domagalski
Chief of Police
Sheboygan Police Department

Rick Niedfedt
Chief of Police
Viroqua Police Department

Patrick Mitchell
Chief of Police
West Allis Police Department

WYOMING

Kenneth Blackburn
Sheriff

Big Horn County Sheriff's
Office

Danny Glick

Sheriff

Laramie County Sheriff's
Office

Allen Thompson

Sheriff

Sheridan County Sheriff's
Office
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Steven Roux
Chief of Police
Rice Lake Police Department

William Jessup

Chief of Police

South Milwaukee Police
Department

Kurt Picknell

Sheriff

Walworth County Sheriff's
Office

Paul Olson
Chief of Police
Winneconne Police
Department

Scott Matheny

Sheriff

Campbell County Sheriff's
Office

M. Shane Johnson
Sheriff

Lincoln County Sheriff's
Office

Doug Matthews
Sheriff
Uinta County Sheriff's Office
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Troy Knudson
Sheriff
Rock County Sheriff's Office

Sean Marschke
Chief of Police
Sturtevant Police Department

Brian Hoelzel
Chief of Police
Waupaca Police Department

Bill Brenner
Chief of Police
Greybull Police Department

Bill Bryant
Chief of Police
Moorcroft Police Department

Byron Oedekoven
Executive Director
Wyoming Association of
Sheriffs & Chiefs of Police
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&b Aware

OF AMERICA

July 20, 2022

The Honorable John Yarmuth, Chair
Committee on the Budget

U.S. House of Representatives
Washington, DC 20515

The Honorable Jason Smith, Ranking Member
Committee on the Budget

U.S. House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Chair Yarmuth and Ranking Member Smith,

Thank you for the opportunity to submit this letter for the record regarding the House Committee on
the Budget's hearing, “Examining the Powerful Impact of Investments in Early Childhood for Children,
Families, and Our Nation’s Economy.” Child Care Aware® of America (CCA0A) writes in strong support
of federal investments in child care and early learning as a means to support children and families and
invest in our nation’s economy. For too many families child care is an unaffordable expense, and for too
many child care educators wages are insufficient to remain out of poverty. At a moment when
Americans are struggling to get by amid the worst inflation in decades, a federal investment in child care
would address the largest financial burden facing millions of families and set more children up for
educational and developmental success in their lives.

The child care system continues to face serious challenges as communities continue to respond to the
COVID-19 pandemic. Program closures persist, in part because it remains difficult to recruit and retain
workers. Parents are struggling to afford child care and return to the workforce. In February 2022,
women were still short over 1.4 million net jobs compared to February 2020—meaning women account
for 68.5 percent of the net job loss since February 2020.* Although the pandemic shone a spotlight on
both the dire state of child care in our country and how vital it is to our economy; the child care industry
was already in crisis. When COVID-19 was layered onto the already fragile child care system, it
shattered. It is long past time for us to take action and invest the necessary resources in child care and
early learning. CCAoA is calling on Congress to do so urgently.

CCAOA is a national membership-based nonprofit organization working to advance a high-quality,
affordable child care system that supports children’s growth, development, and early education.
Founded in 1987, we advocate for child care policies that improve the lives of children and families, lead
research that advances the child care and early learning field, leverage technology to help families make
informed decisions about child care and provide professional development for child care providers. We
work with a national network of more than 400 child care resource and referral (CCR&Rs) agencies and
other partners to ensure that all families have access to quality, affordable child care.
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In February 2022, CCA0A released our latest research report, Demanding Change: Repairing our Child
Care System, which includes information about the supply, demand, and affordability challenges the
child care system faces. We know from our research, that for many families, child care costs consume a
large portion of their income. In 2020, the national annual average price of child care was $9,800 to
$10,200.2 When compared to the national median income for married couples with children under 18, it
would take more than 10% of household income to cover the child care price for one child. For a single
parent, the average price of child care would be 35% of household income. In three out of four regions
of the U.S., the annual price of center-based child care for an infant exceeds the cost of housing. In all
four regions, the annual price of child care exceeds the annual cost of instate tuition at a public -four-
year university. The high cost of child care has long been a barrier for work for millions of families,
resulting in $57 billion- of lost earnings, productivity, and revenue for the U.S. economy.?

In addition to how unaffordable child care is, it is also inaccessible. As Demanding Change explains,
CCAoA’s annual survey results showed that nearly 16,000 child care providers, including 8,900 child
care centers and 7,000 licensed family child care programs, permanently closed from December 2019
to March 2021, in the 37 states for which data was available.* As a result, far too many families still do
not have access to high-quality -child care. Almost half of parents with children under age six searched
for care in the past two years and two--thirds of this group enrolled their child in a new program. When
they have difficulty finding such providers, they cite cost as the primary reason, followed by lack of slots
and then location.

Additionally, child care professionals continue to leave the field and they may not return. Without
adequate staffing, child care programs cannot accommodate the number of children that they
previously could. Years of low wages and lack of benefits, followed by layoffs due to COVID-19, have
resulted in severe staffing shortages for child care programs. In May 2021, child care professionals in a
center were earning an average of $12.40 or $25,790 annually.®

American Rescue Plan (ARP) Act funds are currently flowing to states to provide relief to providers and
families. States are using these funds to expand eligibility for state subsidy programs, make changes to
the ways it reimburses providers, and support the child care workforce through increased
compensation, trainings, and technical assistance.® While this funding has helped the child care industry
stay afloat, an impending relief funding cliff will again exacerbate our nation’s ongoing and long-
standing child care crisis.

Federal investments in child care and early learning are critical to our nation’s economic success,
ensuring that child care programs survive in the long term and parents can return to work. Families and

child care providers cannot wait any longer for this critical support. Child Care Aware® of America urges
Congress to invest in America’s children and families by investing in child care and early learning.

Sincerely,

Lynette M. Fraga, Ph.D.
Chief Executive Officer
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So with that, I thank the witnesses again for their responses.
Thank you, Speaker Gingrich, for joining us remotely.

And without any further business, this hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 12:48 p.m., the Committee was adjourned.]
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Rep. Seth Moulton
Question for the Record

Dr. Black, can you explain the impact that lead in drinking water has on child development? What are
the long-term impacts of ingesting lead and can WIC play a role in mitigating those impacts?
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Response to question for the record:

The Impact of Lead Exposure on Children’s Health and Development and
WIC's Role in the Prevention of Lead Absorption

History

Lead is a soft and malleable metal with a relatively low melting point that has
been used in manufacturing for centuries. Lead was often included in paint
prior to 1978 when the federal government banned consumer use of lead-
based paint due to the negative health consequences. In 1975, unleaded
gasoline was universally available and in 1996, leaded gasoline was banned
for use in new vehicles. Lead is used to prevent corrosion in pipes, in
soldering electric equipment, and contained in lead-acid batteries.

Consequences of Lead Exposure

The negative health consequences of high doses of lead have been known
since the early use of lead, and widely recognized since the late 19th century.
In 1979, Herbert Needleman, a pediatrician and child psychiatrist
documented the dangers of even the lowest forms of lead exposure to
children. Lead is a neurotoxin that accumulates in soft tissues and bones; it
damages the nervous system and interferes with the function of biological
enzymes, causing neurological disorders ranging from behavioral problems
to brain damage, and also affects general health, cardiovascular, and renal
systems.

Lead Exposure and Children

Lead is particularly toxic to children under age 6 years when children’s
nervous system is developing rapidly and lead is easily absorbed. Infants and
toddlers are particularly vulnerable to lead ingestion due to their propensity
to crawl on the floor and to put their hands, toys, and other objects into their
mouth. Primary sources of lead exposure come from chipped and peeling
lead-based paint in buildings built before 1978; water from lead pipes (as
occurred in Flint and elsewhere); soil near airports, highways, or factories;
some imported toys, jewelry, or candy; and some hobbies and jobs.
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Lead exposure must be measured by a blood test (finger prick or venous
blood draw) because there are no obvious physical symptoms of lead
exposure. The American Academy of Pediatrics recommends that children
receive a blood draw to screen for lead exposure at 9-12 months and again
at 2 years. There is no safe blood lead level in children. Even low levels of
lead in the blood can cause developmental delays, difficuity learning,
behavioral issues, and neurological damage. Lead exposure can affect
nearly every system in a child’s body and the effects can be permanent and
disabling.

WIC and Prevention of Lead Absorption

At enroliment, WIC screens for children’s blood lead testing status by asking
caregivers, If the child has not received a lead test, WIC refers the child to a
program where a blood lead test can be conducted, with the cost typically
borne by Medicaid or another funding source. Medicaid requires that
children be screened for lead exposure. WIC is not authorized to do a blood
test to screen for lead. WIC provides nutrition education and counseling to
caregivers of children with lead exposure. All WIC-participating children
receive the diet that the Academy of Nutrition and Dietetics recommends to
prevent or reduce lead absorption, which is high in calcium, iron,? and
vitamin C3.

The National WIC Association supports the current pattern of Medicaid
reimbursement for lead testing and encourages collaboration among WIC
and local and state health departments and housing authorities. Although
the WIC-provided diet reduces lead absorption, environmental mitigation is
needed to prevent lead exposure.

* Caicium sources: Mitk and milk products, such as yogurt and cheese, Calcium-fortified foods and beverages, such
as soy milk, tofu and some breakfast cereals, Green leafy vegetables, including kale and turnip, mustard and
coliard greens, Canned salmon and sardines

2 fron sources: Lean red meats, lron-fortified cereals, bread and pasta, Beans and lentils, Cooked spinach and
potatoes

3 Vitamin C sources: Citrus fruits, such as oranges and grapefruit, other fruit: kiwi, strawberries and melon,
Broccoli, Peppers
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Prevention

Childhood lead poisoning is the most preventable environmental
disease of young children. Approximately half a million U.S. children ages 1-
5 have blood lead levels above the blood lead value at which Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) recommends public health actions be
initiated. The CDC and the American Academy of Pediatrics have been very
focused on the prevention of lead exposure. Critical environmental
protection practices include checking the home for lead hazards including
lead-based paint for homes built before1978; asking the local water authority
to test the water for lead; regularly washing floors, windowsills, and other
surfaces using wet methods; regularly washing the child’s hands, toys, and
pacifiers; and removing soil from shoes before entering the home.

The goal of CDC's Childhood Lead Poisoning Prevention Program is to
prevent childhood lead exposure before any harm occurs. CDC supports
state and local public health departments with funds for surveillance and
prevention of lead exposure. National Lead Poisoning Prevention Week
occurs every year during the last full week in October. Many states and
communities offer free blood lead testing and hold education and awareness
events.

Bibliography
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